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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Father in changing, troubled
days, we pray for conceptions big enough
and spirits strong enough to match the
epic time in which we live and serve—in
this age on ages telling. With our minds
startled by the swift march of world-
shaking events, we bow at this wayside
altar of prayer. Hidden fires are flam-
ing forth consuming the old habitations
of men. We hear voices that challenge
all that has been counted fixed and final
and sure. Nations and men in chains
are stirring with hopes that savage re-
pression cannot kill. For social systems
which have sentenced the masses to
grinding poverty, for industrial theories
which hold human life more cheap than
merchandise, may the ax be at the root
of the rotted tree—as in all the turmoil
of our times Thou are sifting out the
souls of men beneath Thy judgment seat.
Make us eager partners of Thy eternal
purpose for all Thy children when under
every sky men shall stand side by side
in equal worth and unfettered freedom,
all toiling and all reaping, with gratitude
to Thee, the source of their blessings and
the Father of all mankind. We ask it in
the Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Tuesday, June 19, 1956, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
on today, June 20, 1956, the President
had approved and signed the act (S. 872)
for the relief of Sam Bergesen.,

REPORT OF OFFICE OF ALIEN PRCP-
ERTY, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which was read, and, with the accom-
panying report, referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary:

To the Congress of the Uniled States:
I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the Annual Report
of the Office of Alien Property, Depart-
ment of Justice, for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1955.
DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER.
THE WHITE Housg, June 20, 1956.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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REPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL: ON INTERNATIONAL
MONETARY AND FINANCIAL PROB-
LEMS—MESSAGE . FROM  THE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which was read, and, with the accom-
panying report, referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency:

To the Congress of the United States:
I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, a report of the
National Advisory Council on Interna-
tional Monetary and Financial Problems
submitted to me through its chairman,
covering its operations from July 1 to
December 31, 1955, and describing, in
accordance with section 4 (b) (5) of the
Bretton Woods Agreements Act, the par-
ticipation of the United States in the
International Monetary Fund and the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development for the above period.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE House, June 20, 1956.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President,
should the Senate be in session on June
26, 27, 28, and 29, I ask unanimous con-
sent to be absent in order to attend the
Republican State convention in my home
State of Indiana, where I am a candidate
for renomination to the United States
Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. JounsonN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, the Subcommittee on the Air
Force of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and the Business and Commerce
Subcommittee of the Committee on the
District of Columbia were authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
today.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour. I ask unanimous
consent that statements made in connec-
tion with the transaction of the routine
morning business be limited to 2 min-
utes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

RESOLUTIONS OF THE NORTHERN
SYNOD, EVANGELICAL AND RE-
FORMED CHURCH
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the

Northern Synod of the Evangelical and

Reformed Church recently adopted two

resolutions at the annual synod meeting.

The first urges the elimination of dis-

criminatory provisions in our immigra-
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tion and naturalization laws, and the
second urges the expansion of our tech-
nical assistance programs, particularly
through the United Nations.

I support both of these objectives
wholeheartedly and ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the resolutions be
printed at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

NORTHERN SYNOD,

EVANGELICAL AND REFORMED CHURCH,

June 14, 1956.
Senator Huserr H., HUMPHREY,
Congressional Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: At our annual
gynod meeting held April 2¢-26 our commit-
tee for Christian social action presented the
following resolutions which were unani-
mously adopted:

“A. That the synod affirm the obligation
which rests upon the United States to elimi-
nate from its immigration and naturalization
laws all provisions which discriminate
against persons on the basls of race; to pro=
vide for a more equitable quota basis and a
more flexible use of gquotas so that more
worthy persons may enter this country from
lands whose quotas sre presently exhausted;
and to provide for a system of fair hearings
and appeals covering unjust deportation or-
ders or refusa’ of visas.

“B. That the synod urge the International
Cooperation Administration, the Committee
on Forelgn Relations of the United States
Senate, and the Members of Congress repre-
senting its constituency to support and ex-
pand our support of technical assistance,
particularly through the channels of the
United Natlons, and to allot adequate sums
to give such programs effectiveness and sta-
bility.”

We are sure that you are In agreement
with the objectives of these two resolutions
and request that you do what you can to
secure favorable action on them,

Sincerely yours,
H. REIFSCHNEIDER,
President.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, without amendment:

H.R.6029. A bill for the relief of Robert
D. Grier (individually, and as executor of
the estate of Katie C. Grier) and Jane Grier
Hawthorne (Rept. No. 2277).

By Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, without amendment:

5. Res. 285. Resolution arranging for ex-
haustive studlies to be made regarding for-
eign assistance by the United States Govern-
ment (Rept. No. 2278).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. HAYDEN (for himself, Mr,
GOLDWATER, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr.
CHAVEZ) :

B5.4086. A bill to determine the rights and
interests of the Navajo Tribe, Hopi Tribe,
and individual Indians to the area set aside
by the Executive order of December 6, 1882,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LONG:

5. 4087. A bill for the relief of Verdi Adam;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. CAPEHART:

£.4088. A bill to provide additlonal visas
for certain aliens of Greek ethnic origin re-
siding in Greece; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. CAPEHART wWhen
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

S.4089. A bill to amend Public Law 208,
B4th Congress, relating to the Corregidor-
Bataan Memorial Commission, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations.

By Mr. BENDER:

S.4090. A bill for the relief of Kalman

Novak; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BEALL (by request) :

S.4091. A bill for the relief of Kyonghl

Hong; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FULBRIGHT:

S.4092. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of an Assistant Secretary of State for
International Cultural Relations; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. FULBRIGHT when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MORSE:

S.4003. A bill for the relief of Sally Ann

Probert; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HUMPHREY:

S.4094. A bill amending the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949, as amended,
relative to reductions in certain Federal in-
come and exXcess profits taxes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. HuMPHREY When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

PRINTING OF REVISION OF HOUSE
DOCUMENT 210, ENTITLED “HOW
OUR LAWS ARE MADE”

Mr. KENNEDY submitted the follow-
ing resolution (S. Res. 293), which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

Resolved, That the revision of the docu-
ment entitled “How Our Laws Are Made"
(H. Doc. No. 210, 83d Cong.), by Charles J.
Zinn, law revision counsel of the Committee
on the Judiclary, House of Representatives,
be printed as a Senate document, and that
15,000 additional coples of such document
be printed for the use of the Members of the
Senate.

ADDITIONAL VISAS FOR CERTAIN
ALIENS OF GREEK ETHNIC ORIGIN

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am
sure that every Member of the Senate
numbers among his friends, as I do, hun-
dreds of Greek-Americans who are such
fine citizens of our Nation.

I am certain, also, that every Mem-
ber of the Senate has watched with in-
terest and admiration the fine work of
the Order of AHEPA and the AHEPA
Refugee Relief Committee.

In the State of Indiana, as in all other
States, AHEPA continues its work with
great vigor, but feels the need of some
assistance from the Congress in further-
ing its valiant efforts.

I have been working with these fine
folk to formulate legislation which would
be helpful to their program. Mr. Presi-
dent, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill which these fine people
assure me will accomplish their worthy
purpose.

The bill proposes to amend the Refu-
gee Relief Act of 1953 by providing that
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from any special nonquota immigrant
visas allotted to aliens under section 4
(a) of such act which remain unissued
on January 1, 1957, there shall be made
available for issuance to aliens of Greek
ethnic origin residing in Greece—
whether or not refugees within the
meaning of the Refugee Relief Act of
1953—the following: First, not more
than 4,000 shall be available to aliens
residing in Greece who served in the mili-
tary forces of such country during World
War I, World War II, or the Korean con-
flict; second, not ‘more than 2,000 shall
be available to aliens residing in Greece
who are the parents, brothers, sisters,
sons, or daughters of citizens of the
United States; and third, not more than
500 shall be available to eligible orphans
residing in Greece who are under 14
years of age.

The visas authorized to be issued un-
der the provisions of the bill may be
issued until December 31, 1957.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will- be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 4088) to provide additional
visas for certain aliens of Greek ethnic
origin residing in Greece, introduced by
Mr. CAPEHART, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

APPOINTMENT OF AN ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR IN-
TERNATIONAL CULTURAL RELA-
TIONS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
introduce a bill, and ask that it be ap-
propriately referred. The bill has been
prepared in an effort to put into effect
the recommendations cf Dr. J. L. Mor=-
rill, the distinguished president of the
University of Minnesota, who was em-
ployed by the Department of State to
review the exchange programs. I intro-
duce the bill to call it to the attention
of the Senate. I do not expect to press
for its present enactment; but I hope
Senators will give it their attention and
in that way perhaps an appropriate bill
may be developed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred,

The bill (S. 4092) to provide for the
appointment of an Assistant Secretary
of State for International Cultural Re-
lations, introduced by Mr. FULBRIGHT,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

AMENDMENT OF ROBINSON-PAT-
MAN ACT, RELATING TO EQUAL-
ITY OF OPPORTUNITY—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. CAPEHART submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 11) to amend the Robin-
son-Patman Act with reference to equal-
ity of opportunity, which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and
ordered to be printed.

June 20

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENTS TO DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL

Mr. CHAVEZ submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XI, of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to sus-
pend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the purpose
of proposing to the bill H. R. 10986 making
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957,
and for other purposes, the following amend-
ments, namely:

On page 47, after line 16, insert:

“SEec. 634. During the fiscal year 1957 there
is hereby authorized to be transferred to the
Air Force Industrial Fund not to exceed $40
million from the Navy Industrial Fund and
not to exceed $110 million from the Army
Industrial Fund."

On page 47, after line 16, insert:

“Sec. 635. Appropriations available to the
Department of Defense for major procure=
ment of aircraft and missiles shall be availa=-
ble for expenses of development.”

Mr. CHAVEZ also submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 10986, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and for
other purposes, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

(For text of amendments referred tn,
see the foregoing notice.)

COMPULSORY  INSPECTION CF
POULTRY AND POULTRY PROD-
UCTS—ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR
OF BILL

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEeaALL]
may be added as an additional cosponsor
to the bill (S. 3588) to provide for the
compulsory inspection by the United
States Department of Agriculture of
poultry and poultry products, introduced
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
A1xen], for himself and other Senators,
on April 11, 1956,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

By Mr. MANSFIELD:

Address entitled “Our Heritage of Free-
dom,” delivered by him at the baccalaureate
service, Montana State University, Missoula,
Mont., on June 3, 1956.

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

Address delivered by Senator PURTELL
placing in nomination Senator Busx, and
excerpts from keynote address by Leonard W.
Hall, at the Connecticut Republican State
Convention on June 19, 1956.

THE PREFERENCE CLAUSE IN FED-
ERAL POWER LEGISLATION

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
Watertown Times, of Watertown, N. Y.,
has published a series of three excellent
articles written by its Washington corre-
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spondent, Alan Emory, on the history of

the preference clause in Federal power

legislation and its importance to the Ni-
agara power bill now pending before
the House Committee on Public Works.

I ask unanimous consent that these
three articles be printed in the body of
the REcorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Watertown (N. Y.) Daily Times of

June 7, 1956]

PREFERENCE CLAUSE L.ONG AT CENTER OF Dis-
PUTE ON POWER—PROVIDES PRIORITY IN
SaLE oF POWER To PUBLICLY OWNED Now-
PROFIT GROUPS
(Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN'S Niagara

power bill was fought in the Senate almost

entirely on the issue of the preference clause,

The history of that provision, what it means,

what it does, the arguments for and against

it and its particular position in the Niagara
power battle are discussed in a series of three
articles starting today.)

(By Alan S. Emory)
1

WasHINGTON, June 7.—The most contro-
versial word in the whole public-private
power dispute is “preference.”

The preference clause was at the heart of
the Senate debate on Niagara power. That
eingle provision of Senator HERBERT H. LEH-
MAN'S bill to let the State of New York build
a huge hydroelectric plant at Niagara Falls
aroused the heated opposition of the other
State Senator, IRvING M. IVES.

Senator LEHMAN is a Democrat, Senator
Ives a Republican, yet it was under a Repub-
lican, President Theodore Roosevelt, that the
preference clause got its first real impetus.

It has been reinforced at least 13 times in
congressional statutes since then.

Senator LeEmman’s bill specifies that the
New York State Power Authority, in sell-
ing Niagara energy, shall give equal prefer-
ence to counties and municipalities, includ-
ing their agencies or instrumentalities, New
York agencies and departments, rural elec-
tric cooperatives not organized for profit and
Federal defense units.

Proponents of the preference clause argue
that the first crack at buying power from
publicly developed projects should go to pub-
licly owned nonprofit organizations, like local
governments. Opponents argue that such
arrangements constitute discrimination
against customers of private utility com-
panies who are more numerous.

According to a Library of Congress study
this year by Wallace R. Vawter and Barbara
Jibrin, prepared at the request of Senator
Ricuarp L. NEUBERGER, Democrat, Oregon,
“there has been a continuous and consistent
provision by the Congress that public agen-
cies should have preference in the purchase
of surplus power from Federal projects.”

The latest expression of this policy, now
BO-plus years old, came in the 1954 atomic
energy law, when Congress directed that the
byproduct heat and energy from atomic
installations should be sold under preference
provisions.

“Here, even with Incidental power and in
a wholly new fleld of energy development,
the Congress has insisted on a preference
clause,” the study reported.

Public ownership and operation of water-
power sites along rivers existed long before
the United States was established and can
be traced to New Hampshire in the 1630's.
There was a public preference in the disposi-
tion of surplus reclamation water back 1n
1877.

Twenty-six years later, President Theodore
Roosevelt vetoed the Muscle Shoals, Ala.,
dam bill and in his message called for a
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survey aimed at a new power policy to “best
conserve the public interest.”

On April 16, 1806, the policy took form in
the Reclamation Act, which authorized the
Federal Government to lease surplus power
with preference to municipal customers.
This, the Library of Congress report said,
gave evidence of “intention that the power
benefits should be widespread, rather than
monopolized by a private corporation.”

Following this act Presidents Roosevelt
and William Howard Taft vetoed a succes-
sion of bills authorizing private companies to
build hydroprojects on the Tennessee,
Rainey, James, White, and Coosa Rivers.

Since then the preference clause has had
a long legislative history, but Congress has
generally followed the principle of selling
power at the generating site, or bus bar,
to the first customer to show up.

A sustained attack on the preference
clause coincided with the entry into office
of the Eisenhower administration. Public
power advocates decried the administration’s
“partnership” policy, which, they claimed,
led to the denial of proper public benefits
from natural resources projects. The main
target of their attack, Douglas McKay, has
resigned the Interior Secretariat and is now
a candidate for the Senate from Gregon.

Between 1906 and 1956 the preference
clause had this history:

The Raker Act, 1913, granted the city of
Ban Francisco authority to use national park
land in the Slerra Nevada to store water and
develop power, but the water and energy
could be sold only to a municipality, mu-
nicipal water district, or irrigation district.
The courts upheld this law.

The Federal Power Act, 1920, set up the
Federal Power Commission, classed power as
a natural resource owned by the public, and
ordered the FPC to give preference to State
and municipal applications for hydro licenses
on navigable waters.

The Boulder Canyon project law of 1928
repeated this theory.

The Tennessee Valley Authority law of
1933 said surplus power should be distributed
with preference to "States, counties, munici-
palities, and cooperative organizations of
citizens or farmers not organized or doing
business for profit * * *.”

The Rural Electrification Act of 1936 in-
cluded the preference principle in regard to
loans.

The Bonneville Power Act, 1937, required
the agency running the project to give public
bodies and cooperatives first chance to buy
project energy and stated Congress’ policy
that public bodies should always get such
preference. Here Congress added a provision
for withdrawing power committed to private
companies by contract if the preference cus-
tomers should eventually develop greater
needs. Senator LEEMAN's Niagara bill has
this provision in it.

The Fort Peck Act, 1938, duplicated the
Bonneville provisions.

The Flood Control Acts of 1938, 1944, and
1945 insisted that preference in the sale of
public-project power go to public bodies and
cooperatives.

An amendment to the reclamation law,
1939, authorized power contracts for periods
of up to 40 years at rates approved by the
Interior Department, but preference for pub-
lic agencies was repeated.

The Water Conservation and Utilization
Act, 1940, repeated the preference clause.

The atomic-energy law, 1954, specified
that the Atomic Energy Commission “shall
give preference and priority to public bodies
and cooperatives or to privately owned utili-
ties providing electric utility services to
higher-cost areas not being served by public
bodies or cooperatives.” License applica-
tions from public or cooperative bodies “shall
be given preferred consideration,” the law
sald.

10629

[From the Watertown (N. ¥.) Daily Times of
June 8, 1956]

PREFERENCE CLAUSE SOFT-PEDALED, MORE OR
LEss, UNDER IKE—SEATON MAy LOOK MORE
EKinory UroN ITs ENFORCEMENT THAN Dip
McEay

(This is the second of three articles on the
preference clause.)

(By Alan 8. Emory)
I

WASHINGTON, June B.—The controversial
preference clause has been more or less soft-
pedaled over the years the Eisenhower ad-
ministration has been in power.

Former Secretary of the Interior Douglas
McKay was of the opinion that it ought to be

H or, Fred A. Seaton, comes
n-om Nebraska, a public power State, and
may look more kindly on its enforcement,

Yet, as far back as August 18, 1953, the
Interior Department made a policy state-
ment that all Federal natural resource facil-
ities would be operated for the benefit of the
general public and particularly of domestic
and rural consumers and tle Department
will give preference and priority to public
bodies and cooperatives.

The difference with preceding Democratic
administrations was the declaration that the
Department would not try to dispose of pub-
licly developed power directly to consumers
except under existing contracts.

In 1954 the Southwest Power Administra-
tion said that after preference customers
used the power allocated under present con-
tracts, plus a small upward revision, they
would have to find other sources for addi-
tional power needs.

The Interior Department set up marketing
criteria making the sale of power from Fed-
eral projects a local responsibility.

One big fight centered on a contract with
the Georgia Power Co. for the sale of power
Ifrom the Clark Hill Dam in South Carolina.

The company was to transmit and sell the
power to preference customers, taking for
itself only a transmission, or wheeling fee.
Public-power advocates objected to a plan
under which the company could contract for
the entire project output at the bus bar and
the elimination of direct negotiations be-
tween preference customers.

After a congressional investigation of In-
terior Department policles began under Rep-
resentative EarnL CHUDOFF, Democrat, Penn-
sylvania, there came to light a memorandum
by Attorney General Herbert Brownell, Jr.,
on the Clark Hill contract. Mr. Brownell
saild that if preference customers wanted a
more direct sale than the agreement pro-
vided they were entitled to it and should be
allowed a reasonable time to provide the
means for taking and delivering the power
to their clients.

Aside from wheeling, the private com-
panles may serve preference customers
through displacement or substitution. Un-
der this plan, the company finds it more eco~
nomical to use all the project power itself
and serves the preference customer through
steam plants located closer to the customer.

Close to 85 percent of all the electric power
produced in the country now flows from pri-
vate plants. However, preference customers
have been purchasing an increasing propor-
tion of power generated by Federal projects.

The Library of Congress study prepared
this year for Senator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Democrat, Oregon, on the preference clause
shows that preference customers were now
buying 54 percent of the output. Back in
fiscal 1951 they purchased only 35 percent
from the Interior Department.

The study showed that the Bureau of Rec-
lamation was selling 64 percent of its power
to preference customers, compared with 52
percent 2 years ago, whereas: private com-
panies and industry were getting 26 percent,
compared with 43 percent 2 years ago.
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But the Bonneville Power Administration
is selling 29 percent to preference customers,
compared with 31 percent 2 years ago, while
private companies and industry have upped
their take from 63 to 65 percent. In the TVA
area the preference customer allotment has
dipped from 46 percent to 32, the industrial
allotment from 22 percent to 14.

Opponents of the preference clause fear it
is an opening wedge to nationalization of the
power industry, but their rivals profess an
equal objection to mationalization.

Private power forces argue that the prefer-
ence clause Is socialistic. Public-power
forces reply that it simply insures to the peo-
ple the benefits of what already belongs to
them.

One reason the two are at such odds over
the preference clause is that preference cus-
tomers normally do not own transmission
lines and must, therefore, rely on private
companies to deliver their power. Without
the preference clause, they say, they would
have no guaranty of obtaining the electricity
at reasonable rates.

The Lehman bill would probably not have
included the preference clause if the Federal
Power Commission had ever put such a pro-
vision into one of its licenses. But the FPC
never has, and is, for the near future, any-
way, unlikely to.

There is no preference in the marketing of
St. Lawrence River energy.

[From the Watertown (N.Y.) Daily Times of
June 9, 1956]

PrEFERENCE Cravuse Is SN HorpiNe Up Ni-
AGARA POWER BILL—WoULD HAVE LITTLE DI1F=
FrouLTy PassiNg WrirHouT IT, Is BELIEF

(This is the last of three articles on the
preference clause.)
(By Alan S. Emory)
mr

WasHINGTON, June 9 —Without the prefer-
ence clause, most Washington observers
agree, Senator HERSERT H. LEHMAN'S Niagara
power bill would have little difficulty win-
ning congressional approval.

But the bill does have that bitterly con-
tested provision, and the Senator won a sig-
nal victory when it was included in the meas-
ure as it passed the Senate, 48-39. No effort
was made to knock it out, even by opponents
of preference.

The New York State Power Authority Act
states only that rural and domestic consum-
ers of electricity in the State should get first
call on State-produced power. If 95 percent
of these consumers were represented by pri-
vate companies, then those companies would
get a priority on buying 95 percent of State-
produced power.

As a matter of fact, private companies serve
about 95 percent of the State’s electricity
consumers. But they still object to a power
purchase priority's being given to publie
agencies and rural cooperatives, even though
combined they could only consume a maxi-
mum of 10 percent of Niagara or St. Lawrence
power now.

The preference features of the Lehman bill,
which give the priority to municipalities and
rural co-ops, amount to a clarification of New
York law and are not necessarily in conflict
with 1t.

Chairman Robert Moses of the New York
State Power Authority admits that an argu-
ment of such a conflict is a possibility, but
he does not support the validity of that argu-
ment.

He says the Lehman bill’s preference
clause “‘can be retained.”

Mr. Moses would like to see the Lehman bill
preference changed—he says the change
would make it more workable—by adding
language “making it entirely clear that the
preference customers to whom power must be
sold are those within the area of reasonable
economic benefit. This will avoid any re-
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quirement to carry power to distant areas at
uneconomical transmission costs and through
areas closer to the source of power.”

The purpose of the declaration seems to be
to shut New York City out of the field of
preference customers.

But at no point does Mr. Moses object to
the heart of the Lehman preference clause,
which is the same one carried down through
the years In congressional legislation on
public-powers projects.

One of the severest attacks on the pref-
erence clause was launched by the Hoover
Commission and its task force on water re-
sources. The attack drew from dissenting
Commissioner Chet Holifleld this comment:

“It is curlous how insistent the Commis-
sion is on following the private utility line
in the face of congressional policies which
have decreed in no less than 14 basic statutes
since 1906 by the Commission's own count,
that public agencies should have preference
in purchasing power from Federal agencies.”

The preference expressed in the 1954
Atomic Energy Act, he sald, “does not set up
a preference class of consumers of electricity
with resulting discrimination against other
consumers who must buy their electricity
from private utilities which make profits and
pay taxes.”

Nothing In either Federal or State law
clearly bars the preference clause from a
New York power license. Under Thomas E.
Dewey the State administration’s policy was
dead against preference in the traditional
congressional sense.

Yet, while he was Governor, the State
power authority told the FPC it could
accept in its St. Lawrence license—and,
therefore, presumably in a Niagara license—
any conditions the FPC laid down. Mr.
Dewey advanced this idea in 1951 himself.

Now that Averell Harriman is the State's
chief executive, State administration policy
finds no conflict between the Federal and
State ideas on preference. Mr. Harriman is
four-square behind the Lehman Niagara
bill.

Proponents of the preference clause claim
it will provide a “yardstick” for measuring
all electric rates, with a resulting drop of
high power costs to consumers served by
competing private companies.

In 17 out of 23 areas where municipal
utility systems’ rates can be measured against
neighboring private-company service in New
York State, according to the 1954 FPC re-
port, the public power rates were lower, based
on charges for 100 kilowatt-hours.

IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to address the Senate for about
4 minutes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does
the Senator from New York yield to the
Senator from Arizona?

Mr, LEHMAN. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator
from Arizona was going to make a similar
request. The Senator from Arizona will
gladly listen to the remarks of the Sen-
ator from New York,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
approximately 4 minutes.

Mr., LEHMAN. Mr. President, T have
taken note of the fact that the Senate
Judiciary Committee has reported H. R.
6888, a bill to provide for the admission,
above quota, of a number of sheep-
herders and to eliminate the quota mort-
gaging resulting from previous special
bills for the admission of sheepherders
into the United States.
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Mr. President, I think that my views
on immigration legislation and policy are
fairly well known. My opposition to our
present immigration laws and policies
is deep and unremitting. I shall not
cease to fight, with all the efforts of
which I am capable, until the McCarran-
Walter Act is converted into a just and
humane law, giving opportunity, under
fair but strict overall quota limits, to
all people, regardless of national origin,
race, or creed, to be admitted into the
United States on their individual merits,
qualifications, and need—and the need
of the United States.

It strikes me as surpassingly strange
that every 2 years we are confronted
with a proposition to admit more sheep-
herders above quota limits, but we never
get an opportunity to vote on basic legis-
lation to revise our quota system so that
these special sheepherder bills will not
be necessary.

In past years, Mr. President, I have
voted for these special sheepherder bills
because I have felt that it was good for
the United States to have these addi-
tional and undeniably useful workers
come in, even though this permission
was granted to only one group, for the
benefit of only one industry. But the
time has come, Mr. President, for the
Congress to face the issue frankly and
to admit that the McCarran-Walter Act
is a cruel, unreasonable, and repressive
law, and that action must be taken to
change it substantially. I do not expect
to continue to vote for special bills for
sheepherders, while capmakers, watch-
makers, carpenters, doctors, scientists,
and metal workers—to name at random
just a few types of workers—continue to
be barred from the United States by the
operation of the McCarran-Walter Act.

Some of the very sponsors of these
sheepherder bills are the most vociferous
in defending the national origins quota
system. Let them admit that these spe-
cial sheepherder bills violate the so-called
principle of the national origins quota
system. Let them admit that the na-
tional origins quota system is a shame
and a scandal upon the fair name of the
United States.

The other day the distinguished senior
Senator from Utah [Mr. Warkins], for-
mer chairman of the Immigration Sub-
committee, who was himself a strong
supporter of the last sheepherders bill
the Senate passed, declared that this
sheepherders bill could not be accepted
as constituting an immigration program
for 1956. If any immigration legisla-
tion is to be passed, it should be substan-
tial immigration legislation which will
grant relief to the sheep-raising indus-
try, to other industries, and to mothers,
fathers, brothers, sisters, uncles, and
friends of aliens who want to come to the
United States but who are now barred
because of the quota system and the
other restrictions in the McCarran-
Walter Act.

Let me call attention again to S. 1208,
the bill which I and 12 other Senators
have introduced in this Congress, which
would revise our immigration and citi-
zenship laws in a constructive and posi-
tive manner, and remove those diserimi-
natory features which plague us today.
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There are also pending before the Sen-
ate four bills introduced by the Senator
from Utah [Mr, WaTkKINS], representing
the recommendations of the administra-
tion. I do not think that these hills go
far enough. I am glad, however, to rec-
ognize them as constituting, for the most
part, steps in the right direction.

The President of the United States has
recommended the enactment of substan-
tial immigration legislation at this ses-
sion. The majority leader of the Senate
has urged that substantial immigration
legislation be enacted at this session.
There is no partisanship involved, No
party stands to win selfish credit from
the enactment of immigration legisla-
tion, but both parties will deservedly be
blamed if no substantial immigration
legislation is enacted at this session of
Congress. And what is much more im-
portant, America will be the loser.

Suitable immigration legislation
should be, and must be, enacted by this
Congress. I hope that the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee will yet consider and
report my bill, S. 1206. If the commit-
tee does not see fit to recommend S. 1206,
I hope it will recommend substantial
portions of it. I would even be glad to
see the committee recommend the ad-
ministration’s four bills, although those
bills do not go far enough, as I have
said, and in some particulars at least,
represent a backward movement. I
shall be glad to take my chances of seek-
ing amendment to those bills on the
floor.

I hope that the Judiciary Committee
will shortly move to show as much con-
sideration for human beings as it has
shown for sheep.

CURRENT EVENTS IN THE FIELD OF
PUBLIC VERSUS PRIVATE POWER

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed at this time for not to exceed 4
minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Senator from Arizona
is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a
few weeks ago I called the attention of
my colleagues to some very interesting
current events in the fitld of public
versus private power. I say these events
were very interesting because they were
of considerable significance to me, and
I assume them to be of equal interest
to the Members of this body, particularly
to those who have been carrying the
torch for public power in all of its rami-
fications.

I took the occasion to recite the results
of 2 recent elections, 1 in the State of
Oregon and 1 in the State of Washing-
ton, in which people at the grassroots,
after having experienced public power,
voted overwhelmingly to solve their pub-
lic power problems—and I assure you
they were serious problems—by selling
their public power systems to private
enterprise.

The election in the State of Oregon
which I mentioned was the vote of mem-~
bers of the Sandy Electric Cooperative,
with headquarters at Sandy, Oreg., to
sell their system to the Portland General
Electric Co. The vote by the members
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was 571 to 99 in favor of the sale. The
Sandy Electric Cooperative had been
operating at a loss, and had reached the
end of its rope. Itsrates had been about
one-third higher than the rates of the
Portland General Electric Co., which
serves similar customers in neighboring
areas. By this time the Sandy Electric
Cooperatives customers are enjoying
what is believed to be better service, at
a saving of some 33% percent, at the
hands of that much-maligned monster,
private power. At least, the people most
directly affected are not afraid of that
big, bad wolf.

The second instance was a similar
election held recently in Stevens County,
Wash. The people who were the patrons
of the Stevens County Public Utility Dis-
trict voted 5,008 to 2,019 to sell the dis-
trict’s facilities to the Washington Water
Power Co., another big, bad wolf of pub-
lic power fiction.

Again, in this instance, the people had
experienced not only a taste but a belly-
ful. They were not voting on an ideo-
logical abstraction. They had lived
through years of public power, had been
on the receiving end, and were in a posi-
tion to know from experience its merits
and demerits. If public power, as has
so often been claimed, is the bonanza
from whence all blessings flow, the fact
had escaped their attention.

Now the people of Stevens County,
Wash., too, are benefiling from lower
electric rates and from tax dollars gen-
erated simultaneously from a privately
owned electric company.

After describing these current events,
I proceeded to document a comparison of
electric rates for farm service, as re-
ceived by another private electric util-
ity company, the Idaho Power Co., with
those of all REA systems operating in
the State of Idaho; also a similar com-
parison of Idaho Power Co. farm service
rates with those of REA-financed sys-
tems in the State of Tennessee.

Suffice it to say at this point that the
four REA distributors in Idaho which
purchase power from Bonneville Power
Administration received for the year
1953 an average price per kilowatt-hour
32.7 percent higher than the average
price per kilowatt-hour for electric serv-
ice supplied to farm customers by Idaho
Power Co. for the same year. The five
REA distributors in Idaho which pur-
chase their power requirements from
privately owned, taxpaying electric
companies and from the United States
Bureau of Reclamation received an aver-
age price per kilowatt-hour, for the year
1953, which is 54.4 percent higher than
the average price for farm electric serv-
ice received by Idaho Power Co.

These disparities occurred in spite of
the fact that the private electric com-
pany, Idaho Power, paid 33.32 percent of
its gross revenues for taxes of all kinds
in 1953.

Having spread these facts upon the
Recorp, I was interested in the reaction
a few days later by the distinguished
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEu-
BERGER]. On May 18, 1956, he arose to
decry those facts, not to dispute them.
He used his privilege in an attempt to
divert attention from the facts, with a
plea to “look behind the statistics.”
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That is an intriguing exercise, Mr.
President, if, in fact, it can be done.
Being of a curious turn of mind, I am
perfectly willing—in fact, I invite the
Senator—not only to look behind the
facts, but also to look under them and
look around them, and even through
them; but he cannot overlook them.

The further intriguing thing to me
about the Senator’s dissertation is that
he had not a single, blessed thing to say
about the current events in the public-
power field described above. Perhaps he
followed his own advice in the other in-
stance, and, having taken a look behind
the statistics of the two free elections
among people who have experienced a
full dosage of public power, decided there
was no merit in further talk about them.

I submit to the Senator from Oregon
that the votes by American citizens, those
in Oregon being among his own constitu-
ents, are a far more potent commentary
upon the subject at hand than anything
he or I may say.

In the process of looking behind the
statisties, the Senator from Oregon tries
to gloss over the facts, by describing my
data as ‘“selective and partial.” Ha
said:

That the co-ops selected for comparison
serve some of the most rugged and sparsely
populated eections of the West, where con-
struction costs are high and operating condi-
tions difficult, when compared with Idaho
Power's more cempact service area,

I can assure the Senator from Oregon
there was nothing selective or partial
about the data. The comparisons in-
cluded all REA units in the entire State
of Idaho, broadly scattered throughout
the State, with varying degrees of oper-
ating conditions, and not unlike the farm
areas served by the private company
which has a record of farm electrification
which embraces a near 100 percent sat-
uration, and not only including irrigated
farms, but extending throughout wvast
expanses of upland ranch areas, up the
gullies, and along the creeks.

He says the co-ops came into existence
in the first place because the private com-
pany did not want to add these areas
to its system, out of belief they would
be unprofitable. A sweeping generaliza-
tion such as that might mislead the
uninformed, but is ludicrous to the ex-
treme to those who have even only a
slight acquaintance with Idaho geogra-
phy. Some of the REAs which the Sen-
ator from Oregon suggests should, in
all conscience, have been rendered un-
necessary by Idaho Power Co. service to
their areas years ago are 400 miles away
from the company’s service area.

Let me make it clear that nothing I
say or have said is intended to disparage
the value of electric service, from what-
ever source, to an isolated area. Many,
many REAs across the Nation, as well as
in Idaho, are serving a splendid purpose.
Without them, many of our people would
not have the modern advantages of elec-
tric aids to living and to agriculture.
Perhaps the REA rates are justifiably
higher than those of private companies,
and their service still a bargain to the
people.

My objection is to the all-too-common
practice of clothing public power, what-
ever its situation, with all righteousness,
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and the accompanying failure to give
credit for accomplishment to private en-
terprise when that credit is due.

Getting back to the voice of the people
in these matters of public versus private
power, the junior Senator from Oregon
should be reminded that his disclaimers
will not stand up against the experience
and the votes of the people themselves
in several areas, some in his own State of
Oregon, where the Idaho Power Co. ren-
ders electric service. If this company's
record of service and rates require a look
behind the statistics, why have the mem-
bers of four REAs in that area taken
the same course of action recently fol-
lowed by the people of Stevens County,
Wash., and of the Sandy, Oreg., rural
community?

The citizens of Jordon Valley, Oreg.,
whom the junior Senator from Oregon
represents, pioneered the path some
years back, when they voted overwhelm-
ingly to sell their REA system lock, stock,
and barrel, to the Idaho Power Co., afier
an unsatisfactory public-power experi-
ence. Since that vote, they have en-
joyed better service, lower rates, and
wider extension of farm service.

The REA at Juntura, Oreg., also in a
part of the Senator’s bailiwick, made a
like decision. Later, the REA unit head-
quartered at Vale, Oreg., where there are
real, live voters in the Senator’s jurisdic-
tion, followed suit, after several years of
operation. In Long Valley, Idaho, REA
members reached a similar decision for
the same reasons.

Is not this the voice of the people?—
not people who deal in theories but peo-
ple who have had the experience of un-
fulfilled expectations which abound in
the myth of public power being always
beneficent, always a cure-all, always
doing public good and, incidentally, in
opposition to the terrible ogre of private
enterprise.

EVELYN COLE, MONTANA’'S CON-
TEMPORARY WESTERN ARTIST

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, re-
cently I was presented by one of our Sen-
ate pages—Jack Upshaw, of Chinook,
Mont.—with an original oil painting.

The artist responsible for the fine
piece of art work is Miss Evelyn Cole, also
of Chinook. In my estimation, Miss Cole
is one of the outstanding contemporary
western artists, and a worthy successor
to Charles M. Russell, the greatest
American frontier artist.

The creative brushes of the Russells,
Remingtons, and the Coles have pre-
served for us on canvas a vanishing
era—the era of the settler, the cowboy,
and the Indian on the western frontier.

The painting is a landscape scene of
north-central Montana, near the Bear-
paw Mountains, set within an outline of
the Treasure State. The foreground of
the painting depicts a band of Nez Perce
Indians led by the great Chief Joseph.

Miss Cole is a native Montanan. Her
art deals largely with history and land-
scapes associated with central Montana.
A number of her paintings are on dis-
play in museums and libraries in Mon-
tana. At presenf, Miss Cole’s art is not
known as well as it should be beyond the
limits of Montana; but I am sure that
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national recognition will be forthcoming
in the near future, because Evelyn Cole's
art is fine in detail, pleasing in color, and
presents true and accurate portrayal
of the West.

Miss Cole’s painting hangs in a prom-
inent place in my office, and I welcome
all admirers of western art who may care
to inspect it to come in and see a real
masterpiece.

BUTTE AND MONTANA CELEERATE A
BIRTHDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ConGRESSIONAL REcCORD an editorial
entitled “Butte and Montana Celebrate
a Birthday,” published in the Montana
Standard of May 27, 1956. I believe this
editorial is worthy of the consideration
of all Members of the Senate, because
it outlines in some detail the growth of
these two fine entities, first, the city of
Butte, the most picturesque city in the
United States, with the finest people, and
Montana, the Treasure State, also with
the finest people in the Union.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

BUTTE AND MoONTANA CELEBRATE A BIRTHDAY

The city of Butte and the State of Mon-
tana are both 92 years old.

But the fact is cities and States do not
grow old; they grow young until they dle.

And both Butte and Montana are still
growing young.

Ninety-two years ago last week the legis-
lation which made Montana a Territory,
separating it from Idaho Territory, was
passed In Congress and signed by President
A. Lincoln.

And at about the same time a couple of
prospectors, G. O. Humphrey and Willlam
Allison, panned sufficient gold along Silver
Bow Creek to establish a gold camp and
attract other prospectors here. Within 2
years the population had reached 500.

Since then Montana and Butte have had
their ups and downs, but they have con-
tinued to grow.

New mining developments and extension
of old ones bring assurance that the popu-
lation of Butte will increase materially
within the next few years. Similarly, these
developments have given the mining camp
a new lease on longevity. The end isn't in
sight.

Economists and sclentists concluded in
recent years that Montana's varied assort-
ment of natural resources have only been
scratched, thus giving the State a new lease
on the future.

Although Montana’s extensive deposits of
minerals are irreplaceable once they have
been removed from the ground, the supply
as the years have passed has constantly
grown larger and larger.

It has been similar with Montana's other
natural resources.

New discoveries in scientific methods, ir-
rigation, and new machinery have con-
stantly increased Montana's agricultural
productive capacity.

Montana's attractiveness as a tourist
haven are only beginning to be realized.
The tourist business has grown up within
the memory of our young people from al-
most nothing to third rank in the State's
income producing resources.

The State's population has been steadily
Increasing with the trend of the movement
of people away from the crowded East to
the wide open spaces of the West.

One resource which has scarcely begun
to be developed is Montana’s vast supply
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of water, a large amount of which is stored
naturally in the form of snow in the moun-
tains during the winter and seeps away
gradually during the summer in clear, cool
mountain streams.

Another resource which has only been
scratched is that of petroleum,

In both of these categories there is room
for tremendous growth, thus making the
State of Montana younger even though it
is growing older in years chronologically.

The migrations of people constantly west-
ward across the United States is merely one
of the signs that the areas from which they
are coming are actually growing old, both
chronologically and in resources.

In another field, Montana has a great op-
portunity to achieve still more youthfulness.
This is in the manufacturing field. The
trend here again is in our favor. The trend
is to move the factory closer and closer to
the source of raw materials needed for
fabrication.

In the past, Montana has existed chiefly
as a source of raw materials. Processing adds
greatly to the value of a raw product. There
is no reason why Montana can’t grasp this
advantage. It has most of the necessary
ingredients.

So, here's a salute to Butte and Montana
on their twin birthdays.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I notice the blushing
modesty of the Senator from Montana
when he says that Butte is the finest city
in the country, and that the people of
Montana are the finest people in the
country. Does not the Senator from
Montana think he should sprinkle a little
modesty on such glowing statements?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will say to the
Senator from Illinois that I was being
unduly modest because of my sensitive
feeling for other Senators. However, I
could have gone to extremes and really
told the truth about Montana, the Treas-
ure State, which, of course, words are
not sufficient to express.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is always excellent
to find people with such a charitable
opinion of themselves.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Especially when it
is the truth.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON PRO-
POSALS TO AMEND ROBINSON=-
PATMAN ACT

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the standing Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly Legislation of
the Committee on the Judiciary, I an-
nounce that tomorrow at 10 o’'clock, in
room 318 of the Senate Office Building,
hearings will be opened upon H. R. 11,
S. 11, and several other bills dealing with
the amendment of the Robinson-Pat-
man Act.

The committee has received commu-
nications from at least 60 different per-
sons who desire to express opinions with
respect to this issue. It is one of the
most important questions confronting
the Nation. It is a part of the same
problem which the Senate had under
discussion yesterday when the bill giving
automobile dealers their day in court
was passed by a vote of 76 to 1.

The problem of violations of the Rob-
inson-Patman Act affects all sorts of
small business. Drugstores in many
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Jocalities are very much affected. Small
grocers are very much interested. Small
jobbers in the gasoline and oil business,
filling stations, small refiners, and big
refiners, are all interested.

Recently I received a letter from the
Governor of my State in which he ex-
pressed great concern over the gasoline
wars which have been opened in Wyo-
ming. The same situation has developed
in other States. The big refiners cubt
prices, and the small filling station and
the small refiner cannot compete.
There have been instances of big com-
panies moving into a local community,
spending large sums of money on the
construction of luxurious filling stations,
offering their commodities at a lower
rate, and driving the small, independent
dealers out of business.

The issue we are facing is whether the
local independent businessman is seeing
the end of his day as a part of the eco-
nomic system of America, and is being
succeeded by the national operator, who
is in a position to write the whole law
for himself.

It will be the endeavor of the subcom-
mittee, as I stated to Governor Simpson
in response to his letter to me, to make
arrangements for the full presentation
of the problem by representatives of in-
dependent filling stations, independent
jobbers, small refiners, and big refiners.
I hope to be able to lay on the table
the entire story of the devices by which
local independent enterprise is losing its
economic freedom.

One of the bills, S. 11, was introduced
by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEFAUVER].

The commitee is also about to open
hearings on the meat industry. The
Senator from Tennessee will preside at
the opening session, which will be held
tomorrow. The bills which are involved
are not only S. 11, introduced by the
Senator from Tennessee, but also H. R.
1840, introduced by Representative
ByroN G. Rocers of Colorado, and S. 780,
which was introduced by the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART].

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Iam pleased tolearnthat
hearings are to be conducted upon this
important issue. I very much hope that
the committee will report S. 11, or a bill
which will accomplish the same purpose,
some time during the next few weeks,
because Congress will not be in session
much longer. I am a cosponsor, along
with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEEeravuver], of S. 11.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am aware of
that fact.

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Wyo-
ming is familiar with the problems in-
volved. It seems to me that the price
discriminations which are adversely af-
fecting small business are very serious.
Unless Congress acts to afford some ele-
ment of protection to small business
which does not now exist, we shall see
very many more business failures and
bankruptcies than are necessary.

Mr., O'MAHONEY. The Senator is
quite correct. I believe it will be possible
to report proposed legislation which will,
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at least, be of some assistance in the
situation which is developing.

The problem affects the entire econ-
omy. The struggle is now reaching its
most critical point. I refer to the strug-
gle between small independent enterprise
in local communities and the great na-
tional, concentrated companies which
operate throughout the United States,
and sometimes throughout the world.
We are losing the power to regulate com-
merce in the public welfare, and shall
continue to lose it unless legislation of
this kind, well drafted and properly con-
ceived, is enacted.

IMPROVEMENT OF GOVERNMENTAL
BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business? If not,
morning business is concluded, and the
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2897) to improve govern-
mental budgeting and accounting meth-
ods and procedures, and for other
purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
O'MaHONEY in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, in my
opinion, the pending bill, if enaeted, will
bring about the most important reforms
and improvements in the Government's
financial structure in a decade or more.

Cosponsored by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. PayNE]l, who is a
great authority on the subject and has
done a tremendous amount of work in
this field of legislation, and by 30 other
distinguished Members of the Senate
from each side of the aisle, S. 3897 was
reported unanimously by the Committee
on Government Operations on June 7.

It has the unqualified endorsement of
the major financial departments of the
Government, including the Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, the Comp-
troller General of the United States and
the Secretary of the Treasury, each of
whom submitted testimony before the
Subcommittee on Reorganization which
held the hearings upon this matter.

The bill implements directly the rec-
ommendations of the Second Commis-
sion on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government—the Second
Hoover Commission—relating to budget-
ing and accounting.

The task force on budgeting and ac-
counting was headed by Mr. J. Harold
Stewart, of Boston, to whom the sub-
committee is strongly indebted.

The bill would enact into law the ree-
ommendations made by the President of
the United States to the Congress in his
special message delivered May 10, 1956,
when he urged early enactment of ap-
propriate legislation in this field.
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As T pointed out on yesterday when I
filed the committee’s report, this pro-
posed legislation would place the entire
governmental structure on an accrued
annual expenditures basis, thus improv-
ing the financial management within
the executive agencies, and immeasur-
ably strengthening the control of the
Congress over the purse strings.

As the Senate probably knows, more
than $25 million of Government ex-
penditures in 1956 are being made
from funds appropriated in previous
years. It seems to me, therefore, that
the pending measure, if enacted, would
bring about a radical and important re-
form in governmental accounting.

The bill provides that the executive
agencies shall determine their budgets
on a cost basis and shall maintain their
accounts on an accrual expenditures
basis to provide the foundation for the
stating of appropriations by the Con-
gress on an annual accrued expenditures
basis, which is the heart of fiscal control.

In other words, upon the enactment of
this bill, the Congress would make its
appropriations for each fiscal year upon
the estimates of expenditures actually to
be made or to be accrued during that
fiscal year, as opposed to the present ap-
propriations procedure whereby appro-
priations are made upon an obligation
basis which at times extends over several
fiscal years in the future.

I am fully aware that this is a revolu-
tionary change in our fiscal processes
which could not be effectuated overnight,
but which in all probability would be
implemented gradually with the least
disturbance within the executive agen-
cies. Nor do I believe—nor was there
any evidence in the hearings—that it
would have any adverse effect upon the
Government's financial operations.

To the contrary, there is every indi-
cation that substantial operating econ-
omies will accrue to the Government
from the establishment of more business-
like budgeting, accounting, and appropri-
ations procedures. I strongly urge fa-
vorable action upon this bill,

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire, who has attended
every hearing on the bill and whose fine
assistance was extremely important in
bringing about action on the bill in com-
mittee and having it reported to the
Senate.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the chairman
of the subcommittee for his kind expres-
sions. My purpose in rising is to make
sure the record shows that the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts,
the chairman of the subcommittee which
considered the proposed legislation, han-
dled it in his characteristic, able fashion.
He gave it his constant attention. Hear-
ings were held with great care. Testi-
mony from the Comptroller General of
the United States, from the Bureau of
the Budget, and from departments in-
volved, including the Department of
Defense, was taken and carefully sifted
and screened.

As a minority member of the subcom-
mittee, I should like to take this op-
portunity to commend the distinguished
Senator from Masachusetts for his able,
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careful, and painstaking handling of this
important measure, and other measures
to implement the recommendations of
the Hoover Commission, to express my
confidence in the subcommittee and the
staff and also to assure the Senate that
the measure has been carefully screened.
We are all in hearty accord in urging the
Senate to pass the bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator,
very much. I also wish to express regret
that the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Paynel, who played such a major role in
preparing this measure, is unable to be
present because of a death in his family.
In talking with him yesterday he ex-
pressed his great interest in the measure.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Massachu=
setts yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to express my commenda-
tion of the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Cotrron] for his nonpartisan ap-
proach to this matter and for the com-
ments he has made regarding the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. EeNnNEDY].
The Senator from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] is
a coauthor of the measure. He ex-
pressed the hope that it would not be
brought before the Senate during his ab-
sence, which was made necessary by a
death in his family, but that did not fit
in with the wishes of some other Sena-
tors. -

I appreciate the contribution of both
the Senator from New Hampshire and
the Senator from Maine, and I also wish
to commend my friend from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], %

Mr. KENNEDY., I thank the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. ENOWLAND, MTr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. KENNEDY, I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
wish to join in the comments made by
the Senator from New Hampshire. As
has been stated, the Senator from Maine
[Mr. Payne] is unavoidably absent be-
cause of a death in his family., He is
vitally interested in the measure and has
asked me to convey to the Senate the
‘great importance he attaches to this
measure in connection with the opera-
tions of the Federal Government.

I wish to join, also, in commending the
‘distinguished chairman of the subcom-
mittee, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY], who has done such good
work on the bill. I also wish to com-
mend the entire committee and those
who have worked together, on both sides
-of the aisle, in bringing the measure be-
fore the Senate.

Mr, KENNEDY,
from California.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Massachusetts yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. Iyield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
wish to state that too often, I think, we
overlook the importance of the work and
the responsibilities which are assumed by
subcommittees of the various standing
committees. In this particular instance,
as my friend from Massachusetts [Mr.
EKenneEpy] and other Members realize,
the chairman of the Government Op-
erations Committee is carrying a very

I thank the Senator
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heavy workload; and were it not for Sen-
ators, like the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts, who are willing to
cooperate and willing to take the chair-
manship of subcommittees and actually
do the heavy work in developing and
processing proposed legislation of this
character, our committees would bog
down.

I am personally indebted to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts and to those
who served with him on both sides of the
aisle for the splendid job which has been
done on this bill. It is an important
measure. We can make substantial prog-
ress in getting ready for action on im-
portant and needed legislation only as
our subcommittees take responsibility
and do the job as thoroughly and effi-
ciently as it has been done in this in-
stance. The chairman of the full com-
mittee is thoroughly appreciative of the
labors of the members of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. EENNEDY. I thank the Senator
from Arkansas.

In considering appropriations for the
armed services, we noticed a great num-
ber of obligated but unexpended bal-
ances which have been carried over for
years, This bill will prevent such a sit=
uation from arising. It will give far
greater authority to the Appropriations
Committee each year, and it will be nec-
essary for the committee to decide each
year how much shall be appropriated to
prevent the tremendous carryovers. So,
Mr. President, it seems to me that this
measure offers a hope of substantial sav-
ings, and also far greater control by the
executive branch and by the Appropria-
tions Committees of the Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bill.

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

‘dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, T ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

The bill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass?

The bill (S. 3897) was passed,

Mr. BYRD subsequently said: Mr,
President, I ask unanimous consent that,
following the passage of the Kennedy-
Payne bill, Senate bill 3897, there be

The

‘Dbrinted in the Recorp a statement by me.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorDp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD
EENNEDY-PAYNE BILL

I am a patron on this bill because it is ex-
Ppressly a step in the direction of two objee-
tives which I believe to be urgently needed
in the Federal fiscal system:

1. Annual review of Congress of all major
appropriations for expenditure in the com-
ing fiscal year; and
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2. Reduction in unexpended balances car-
ried over from prior appropriations which
now are available for years with ineffective
legislative control over the annual rate of
expenditure from them.

We must keep constantly before us the fact
that there is a wide difference between an-
nual appropriations and annual expenditures.

It is annual expenditures—not appropria-
tions—measured by annual revenue which
result in annual deficits or surpluses.

To demonstrate the difference between
annual appropriations and annual expendi-
tures, I shall summarize the record for the
past 10 years,

In 1948 we appropriated
spent $34 billion.

In 1948 we appropriated
spent $40 billion.

In 1950 we appropriated
spent $45 billion,

In 1951 we appropriated
spent $£45 billion.

In 1852 we appropriated
spent $66 billion.

In 1953 we appropriated
gpent $74 billion.

In 1954 we appropriated
spent $68 billion.

In 1855 we appropriated
gpent $65 billion.

In 19566 we appropriated $62 billion and it
is estimated that we shall spend $64 billion.

In 1957 the President has requested ap-

propriations totaling $66 billion and the
Budget Bureau has estimated that we shall
spend $66 billion.
- The accumulation of unexpended balances
in appropriations over the years in excess
of expenditures, after deduecting lapses, now
totals $74.6 billlon. If we should appro-
priate in this session of Congress the full
amount requested by the President for fiscal
year 1857, beginning July 1, we would enter
the new fiscal year with appropriations and
other authorizations for expenditure total~
ing $140.9 billion,

Of the $66 billion in new appropriations
requested by the President for fiscal year
1957, only $42.7 billion is for actual ex-
penditure during the year. This means that
of the appropriations we are making at this
‘time, assuming the budget requests, $23.3
billion would be for expenditure in some
subsequent year. Under the legislative ap-
propriation practices, expenditure from this
$23.3 billion balance would be subject to
very little annual review by Congress in sub-
sequent years.

This huge balance has been built up under
a policy of financing tremendous long-lead
time projects in advance by appropriating
the full amount of the cost at the time of
their inception. After the original appro-
priation, in practice, very little legislative
control is exercised over annual expendi-
tures from multiyear appropriations.

Under this bill the President’s budget ulti-
mately would be submitted on an annual
accrued-cost basls, and appropriations would
be made each year to finance the annual
cost of contracts entered into pursuant to
statutory authority.

I do not contend that this legislation would
accomplish -all which is desirable for the
recapture of congressional contrel over the

$39 billion and

$41 billion and

$50 billion and

$84 billion and

$93 billion and

$80 billion and

$63 billion and

$57 billion and

-annual rate of expenditure of Federal funds.
.But it would be a step in the general direc-

tion of more meaningful appropriation ac-
tion. It would provide a more practicable
control over annual expenditures. It would
produce a more tangible relationship with
revenue requirements for a given year. It
would develop a clearer disclosure of Fed-
eral activities on an annual basis. And it
would establish Federal operations on a more
businesslike basls not only for purposes of
revenue and appropriations but also for more
effective accounting and auditing.

I hope the bill will pass as a progressive
reorganization in Federal fiscal procedures,
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methods, and technigues which may result
in more efficient government at reduced cost
to taxpayers.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE RECLA-
MATION PROJECT ACT OF 1939

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 2262,
House Bill 101.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecisLaTIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
101) relating to the administration by
the Secretary of the Interior of section
9, subsections (d) and (e) of the Recla-
mation Project Act of 1939,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION OF
CERTAIN PROPERTY OF COLUM-
BIA HISTORICAL SOCIETY IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
pending bill be temporarily laid aside
and that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 2263, Senate
bill 3663.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecistaTive CLERk. A bill (S.
3663) to exempt from taxation certain
property of the Columbia Historical So-
ciety in the Distriet of Columbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this bill
comes to the floor of the Senate with the
unanimous vote of the District of Colum-
bia Committee. The explanation is
brief. I make it for the purpose of the
Record.

The purpose of this bill is to provide
for the exemption from taxation of the
real estate deseribed as lot 79, in square
115, in the District of Columbia, owned
by the Columbia Historical Society so
long as the same is owned and occupied
by the Columbia Historical Society and
its member organizations and is not used
for commercial purposes.

The Columbia Historical Society is the
historical society of and for the Nation’s
Capital, as well as the District of Colum-
bia. It was founded and incorporated
in 1894, and is a nonprofit cultural, edu-
cational, philanthropic, and historical
society.

The loss of revenue from annual real
estate taxes on this property, under pres-
ent valuation, amounts to $2,876.28.

I urge the passage of the bhill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
Nepy in the chair). The bill is open
to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be of=
fered, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.
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The bill (S. 3663) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the real estate
described -as lot 79, in square No. 115,
sltuated in the city of Washington, District
of Columbia, owned by the Columbia His-
torical Society, is hereby exempt from all
taxation so long as the same is owned and
occupied by the Columbia Historical So-
clety and its member organizations and is
not used for commerclal purposes, subject
to the provisions of sections 2, 3, and 5 of
the act entitled “An act to define the real
property exempt from taxation in the Dis-
trict of Columbia,"” approved December 24,
1942 (56 Stat. 1091; D. C. Code, secs. 47-801b,
47-801c, and 47-801e).

CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGE OVER
POTOMAC RIVER

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 2264,
Senate hill 3838.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LecistaTivE CrErx. A bill (S.
3838) to provide for the maintenance
and operation of the bridge to be con-
structed over the Potomac River from
Jones Point, Va,, to Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the hill.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, by way

of a brief explanation, the bill also comes
to the Senate by unanimous vote of the
District of Columbia Committee.
- The purpose of this bill is to provide
that the bridge authorized to be con-
structed over the Potomac River from
Jones Point, Va., to Maryland, shall
be maintained and operated by and
at the expense of the States of Mary-
land and Virginia, and the District of
Columbia, in accordance with such ar-
rangements as are agreed to by such
States and the Distriet of Columbia.

The act of August 30, 1954—Public
Law 704, 83d Congress—authorized and
directed the Secretary of the Interior
to construct, maintain, and operate a
six-lane bridge over the Potomac River,

from a point at or near Jones Point,

Va., across a certain portion of the
Distriet of Columbia, to a point in Mary-
land, together with bridee approaches on
property owned by the United States in
the State of Virginia.

The President, at the time of his ap-
proval of the above act, issued a state-
ment that it improperly vests responsi-
bilities in the Department of the Inter-
jor, which is not a construction agency,
and that such responsibilities should be
placed in the Bureau of Public Roads,
Department of Commerce, or the Corps
of Engineers of the Army.

Public Law 534, 84th Congress, ap-
proved May 22, 1956, amended the act

of August 30, 1954, to authorize and

direct the Secretary of Commerce to
construet a six-lane bridge at the site
hereinbefore mentioned. ]
I urge passage of the bill,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill

is open to amendment. - If there be no
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amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the engrossment and third reading
of the bhill.

The bill (S. 3838) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the bridge author-
ized to be constructed by title IT of the act
entitled “An act to authorize and direct the
construction of bridges over the Potomac
River, and for other purposes,” approved
August 30, 1954, shall be maintained and
operated by and at the expense of the States
of Maryland and Virginia and the District
of Columbia in accordance with such ar=-
rangements as shall be agreed upon by such
States and the District of Columbia.

ADMINISTRATION OF THE RECLA-
MATION PROJECT ACT OF 1939

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Benate resume the consideration of
House bill 101.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

"There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the bhill
(H. R. 101) relating to the administra-
tion by the Secretary of the Interior of
section 9, subsections (d) and (e) of the
Reclamation Project Act of 1939.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I call the
attention of the Senator from New Mex-
ico to the request I have just made, and
ask him to explain the bill.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, this
bill is made necessary because of changes
made in the reclamation law by the
Reclamation Project Act of 1939. Under
reclamation authorizations, the Depart-
ment of the Interior got itself in the
situation where irrigation districts could
not be assured of renewal of the so-called
9 (e) or utility irrigation contracts after
‘40 years. In doing so, we found it was
necessary to say that the Secretary of
the Interior could renew so-called 9 (e)
contracts or convert them to 9 (d) con-
tracts. When it comes to renewals, he
can work out with the contracting or-
‘ganizations a procedure to go ahead on a
basis which will be satisfactory to them
and protect the interests of the Govern-
ment, He can inelude in the long-term
contracts provisions which take care of
circumstances such as assurances of a
‘share of whatever water is available or
to change the terms and amounts in view
of construction costs.

The Bureau of Reclamation has asked
for the bill, and the Bureau of the Budget
has approved it. The bill was passed
by the House after full consideration.
The Senate committee also considered it
thoroughly and we think the bill is satis-
factory.

I may say to the Senator from Cali-
fornia that most of these so-called 9 (e)
contracts are in the State of California.
‘The irrigation districts there would like
to have this bill, I am informed, and there
has been no objection to it from any
‘source. The purpose of the bill is to
extend to the 9 (e) contract districts
‘the same conditions as under the stand-
ard provisions of the reclamation law.
I think it is a desirable bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to amendment, If there be no
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amendment to be offered, the question
is on the third reading of the bill.

The bill (H. R, 101) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION OF
CERTAIN PROPERTY OF THE GEN-
ERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN'S
CLUBS, INC,, IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No.
2265, House bill 8493.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title, for the information
of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK., A bhill (H. R.
8493) to exempt from taxation certain
property of the General Federation of
Women's Clubs, Inc.,, in the District of
Columbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this bill
also comes to the Senate with the unani-
mous vote of the District of Columbia
Committee.

The purpose of this bill is to exempt
from taxation certain property of the
General Federation of Women’s Clubs,
Inc., in the District of Columbia, so long
as such property is not used for com-
mercial purposes, and is subject to the
provisions of the act to define the real
property exempt from taxation in the
District.

I urge the passage of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the third read-
ing of the bill.

The bill (H. R. 8493) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and

passed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the gquorum ecall be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RETIREMENT OF PUBLIC-SCHOOL
TEACHERS IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 2266, House bill 10768.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEcisLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
10768) to amend section 5 of the act of
August 7, 1946, entitled “An act for the
retirement of public-school teachers in
the District of Columbia,” as amended.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
to ma.ke a brief explanation of the bill.
I want to say that it, too, was unani-
mously reported by the District of Co-
lumbia Committee.

The purpose of this bill is to provide
for increased annuities for all teachers
and school officers who are now retired
or may retire prior to December 31, 1957.
The bill is designed to parallel the Civil
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930,
as amended—Public Law 369, 84th Con-
gress amended that act to provide in-
creases to annuitants under the Civil
Service Retirement Act. The amount
of the increase is set forth on a percent-
age basis and would depend upon the
commencing date of the annuity. Since
the increases provided by H. R. 10768
would apply only to a group of persons
who may have retired prior to Decem-
ber 31, 1957, the annual disbursements
for such increases would be on a grad-
ually declining basis by reason of mortal-
ity of annuitants.

The present value of all such future
disbursements, as of July 1, 1956, is esti-
mated as $2,619,100. The first year's
cost would be approximately $252,800.
The bill would permit retired teachers to
waive all or any part of their annuity to
which they are entitled, in the same
manner as persons retired under the
Civil Service Retirement Act.

I urge the passage of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
is open to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the auestion is on the third read-
ing of the bill.

The bill (H. R. 10768) was ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

The bill

CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN HIGH-
WAY-RAILROAD GRADE SEPARA-
TIONS IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMEIA

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 2267, S. 2704.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S, 2704)
to authorize the appropriation of funds
for the construction of certain higchway-
railroad grade separations in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the District of Columbia with an
amendment.

Mr. KNOWLAND and Mr. MORSE ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
Senate is presently considering S. 2704.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.
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Mr. EKNOWLAND. Does the Senator
from Oregon propose to offer an amend-
ment to correct a typographical error
in spelling?

Mr. MORSE. Yes. I was going to do
so in my explanation, if the Senator will
permit me.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Very well.

Mr. MORSE. First, I want to give an
explanation of the bill, and then take
up the amendment.

The purpose of the bill is to authorize
partial reimbursement of the District of
Columbia for its share of the cost of
certain highway-railroad grade separa-
tions. Assessment of any of the cost
against the railroads involved is pro-
hibited.

The project is at a point in the south-
east section of the District in the vicinty
of East Capitol Street, where the pro-
posed extension of East Capital Street
as shown on the highway plan of the
Distriet will cross the right-of-way of
the Philadelphia, Baltimore & Washing-
ton Railroad—operated under lease by
the Pennsylvania Railroad—and the
Baltimore & Ohio Railroad.

The total cost of the project is esti-
mated at $1,995,000.

I have an amendment to correct a
printing error in the bill. The word
“Treasury” is misspelled, and the amend-
ment seeks to have the print corrected
so the proper spelling will be in the print.
I offer that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. I desire to say, in de-
fense of the Government Printing Office,
that seldom do they make mistakes.
When they do, I think we should under-
stand that the factor of human error is
bound to creep in, even in such an effi-
cient organization as the Government
Printing Office.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the committee will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, in
line 9, after the word “of”, it is proposed
to strike out *“$634,000” and insert
“$665,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, on be-
half of all members of the committee,
I urge that the bill be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 2704) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, in recognition of
the fact that the need to bring traffic to and
from the Washington-Baltimore Parkway
and to handle such traffic requires the con-
struction of certain highway-railroad grade
separations, there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the District of Columbia for
credit to the Highway Fund, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, the sum of 665,000, which shall be
in addition to any other amounts authorized,
appropriated, accruing, or otherwise made
available to the District of Columbia under
any other provision of law, for the construc-
tion and maintenance in the District of Co-
lumbia of a highway-railroad grade separa-

tion underpass at a point in the southeast
section of the District of Columbia in the

vicinity of East Capitol Street, where the
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proposed extension of East Capitol Street as
shown on the highway plan of the District
of Columbia will cross the right-of-way of
the Philadelphia, Baltimore, & Washing-
ton Rallroad and the Baltimore & Ohio
Railroad. Such sums as are appropriated
shall remain available until expended when
specifically provided in the Appropriation
Act.

Sec. 2. Appropriations made to carry out
the purposes of this act shall be available for
construction, maintenance, and expenses in-
cident to construction and maintenance,
including planning, design, overhead, and
supervision.

Sec. 3. Since the constructlon of East
Capitol Street extended is to provide connec-
tions between the District of Columbia and
the Federal Highway System, the entire cost
of construction and maintenance of the
grade-separation structure referred to in the
preceding sectlons of this act shall be borne
by the District of Columbia, out of funds au-
thorized to be appropriated by this act and
any other funds avallable to the District, and
no contributions to such cost of construction
and maintenance shall be required of any
railroad whose right-of-way is involved by
such structure, except as provided in section
4 of this act.

Sec. 4. The dedication by the rallroads to
the District of Columbia of the right to use
as a public thoroughfare the portion of East
Capitol Street extended shall not impair or
affect the right of the railroads to use for
rallroad purposes the portion of its right-of-
way so dedicated.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN PROP-
ERTY TO THE VILLAGE OF CAREY,
OHIO

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 2260,
House bill 9671; and I call this motion
to the attention of the distinguished
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BENDER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be read by title, for the information
of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A hill (H. R.
9671) to provide for the conveyance of
certain property of the United States to
the village of Carey, Ohio.

The: PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. President, this bill
was introduced by my colleague, the
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
The bill was considered by the full com-
mittee, and was reported unanimously
by it.

The bill has to do with the conveyance
by the United States of some land to
Carey, Ohio.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I have
checked the report on the bill, and I see
from the report that I can obtain an
answer to the only question I had in
mind. In short, I find that the trans-
fer involves payment by the city of the
fair market value of the property.

Mr. BENDER. I have before me a let-
ter from the Bureau of the Budget which
I think will satisfy the senior Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I am satisfled, if the
committee report is correct. Itsaysthat
“the village will be required to pay the
fair market value of the property at its
highest and best use as determined by
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the Administrator, as of the date of such
conveyance,”

That is perfectly satisfactory to me, if
the United States is to receive the fair
market value of the property.

Mr. BENDER. That is correct.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to commend the
Senator from Ohio for having taken care
of that matter in connection with the
bill, because, as he knows, I am the
watchdog of the Treasury in connection
with getting the fair market value for
all property belonging to the United
States. Therefore I am perfectly willing
to have the bill passed.

Mr. BENDER. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no amendment to be proposed, the
gutlast.lon is on the third reading of the

ill.

The bill (H. R. 9671) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

ADDITIONAL REVENUE FOR THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of Calendar No.
2268, House bill 11487.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title, for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
11487) to amend the act entitled “an act
to provide additional revenue for the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved August 17, 1937, as
amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Commitiee on
the District of Columbia with an amend-
ment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I think
the Recorp should show the committee’s
brief explanation of the bhill, This bill

-also comes before the Senate as a result

of the unanimous vote of the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

The purpose of the bill is to reduce the
registration fee for small two-wheel
trailers; to permit such trailers owned
by nonresidents to be operated in the
District of Columbia without Distriet
registration; to provide a special regis-
tration fee for antique motor vehicles,
and to authorize the issuance of con-
gressional tags to the Chief Clerk, the
Parliamentarian, and the Deputy Ser-
geant at Arms of the Senate. Com-
parable officers in the House are issued
such tags under existing law.

There is a growing expansion in the
automotive field in the small, two-wheel
trailer rental service, under which a per-
son may rent a trailer in one jurisdic-
tion, attach it to his private motor vehi-
cle, travel to another jurisdiction, and
surrender the trailer to the local branch
of the rental service. It may thus hap-
pen that a trailer registered in another
jurisdiction will terminate a trip in the
District. Inasmuch as this type of serv-
iee is a convenient and practical service
for persons moving small quantities of
personal property, it is believed that the
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provision in existing law prohibiting the
operation by District residents of trailers
registered elsewhere than in the District
should be qualified.

I urge that the bill be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia will be stated.

The LecrsLaTIVE CLERK. On page 3,
after line 21, it is proposed to insert:

Sec. 4. The first proviso of paragraph (¢)
of section 3, chapter 6, of title 40 of the Code
of Laws of the District of Columbia, 1951 edi-
tion, relating to issuance of congressional
tags, is amended by inserting after the phrase
“to the elective officers and disbursing clerks
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives” a comma and the words “the Chief
Clerk of the Senate, the Parliamentarian of
the Senate, the Deputy Sergeant at Arms,
Auditor, and Procurement Officer of the
Senate.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
fiz;olsaed. and the bill to be read a third

el

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed the following bills of the Senate,
severally with amendments, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate:

5.245. An act for the relief of Ahmet
Haldun Koca Taskin;

8. 1375. An act for the rellef of Pingfong
Ngo Chung and Pearl Wah Chung;

8. 1622. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to make payment for certain
improvements located on public lands in the
Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota, of the
Missourl River Basin project, and for other
purposes; and

B8.1814. An act for the rellef of Teresa
Lucia Cilli and Guiseppe Corrado Cilli.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 2842) for
the relief of Toini Margareta Heino, with
an amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to each of the following
bills of the House:

H. R.55080. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to recognize the high public
service rendered by Maj. Walter Reed and
those assoclated with him in the discovery
of the cause and means of transmission of
yellow fever, approved February 28, 1929, by
including therein the name of Gustaf E.
Lambert™; and

H.R.11473. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1957, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 9739) making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agen-
cies, and offices, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other pur-
poses; that the House receded from its
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disagreement to the amendment, of the
Senate numbered 64 to the bill, and con-
curred therein, and that the House re-
ceded from its disagreement to the
amendment No. 50, to the bill, and con-
curred therein, with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House had passed the following bills
and joint resolutions, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H. R. 1403. An act for the relief of Anthony
J. Varca, Jr.;

H. R. 1986. An act for the relief of Robert
M. Deckard;

H. R. 3062. An act for the relief of Paul H,
Sarvis, Sr.;

H.R.3087. An act for the relief of Onie
Hack;

H.R.4336. An act for the relief of Z. A.

dee;

H.R.5155. An act for the relief of Peder
Strand;

H.R.5690. An act for the relief of Camp
Kooch-i-ching;

H.R.6765. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
and render judgment on certain claims of
the United Foundation Corporation of Union,
N.J.;

H. R. T738. An act for the relief of Scott
Berry;

H. R. 9106. An act for the rellef of Saul
Lehman;

H. R, 10818, An act for the relief of George
T. Moore and Carl D. Berry;

H. R. 10204. An act authorizing the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to transfer
certain land to Richard M. Tinney and John
T, O'Connor, Jr.;

H. R. 11207. An act for the rellef of Cyrus
B. Follmer;

H.R. 11530. An act for the relief of M. Sgt.
Harold LeRoy Allen;

H. J.Res. 636, Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain allens;

H, J. Res. 637. Joint resolution to waive
certain subsections of section 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in behalf
of certain allens;

H. J. Res. 638. Joint resolution to facllitate
the admission into the United States of cer-
tain finances of United States citizens; and

H. J. Res. 639. Joint resolution for the re-
lef of certain aliens.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to a concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 246) approving the
granting of the status of permanent res-
idence to certain aliens, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate,

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-~
LUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills and joint res-
olution and they were signed by the
President pro tempore:

S.417. An act for the relief of Pearl O.
Seilaz;

S.530. An act for the relief of the Sacred
Heart Hospital;

S.1146. An act to further amend section
20 of the Trading With the Enemy Act, re-
lating to fees of agents, attorneys, and rep-
resentatives;

S.1414. An act for the relief of James Ed-
ward Robinson;

5.1749. An act adopting and authorizing
the improvement of Rockland Harbor, Maine;

5.2016. An act to confer jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
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render judgment upon the claim of Law-
rence F. Kramer;

5. 2152, An act for the rellef of the estate
of Susie Lee Spencer;

S.2202, An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to enter into an additional
contract with the Yuma County Water Users’
Association with respect to payment of con-
struction charges on the valley division,
Yuma reclamation project, Arizona, and for
other purposes;

5. 2582. An act to confer jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of William
E. Stone for disability retirement as a Re-
serve officer or Army of the United States
officer under the provisions of the act of
April 3, 1839, as amended;

8.3265. An act to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to
provide for filing vessel utilization and per-
formance reports by operators of vessels in
the foreign commerce of the United States;

8.3472. An act for the relief of Patricia A.
Pembroke;

5.3581. An act to increase the retired pay
of certain members of the former Lighthouse
Service; .

B8.3778. An act to amend the act for the
protection of walruses;

5.3857. An act to clarify section 1103 (d)
of title XI (Federal Ship Mortgage Insur-
ance) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as
amended;

8.3945. An act for the rellef of Walter C.
Jordan and Elton W. Johnson;

H.R.5382. An act for the relief of W. R.
Zanes & Co. of Louisiana, Inc.; and

H.J.Res. 591. Joint resolution to {facili-
tate the admission into the United States
of certain aliens.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS REFERRED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were severally read twice by their
titles, and referred as indicated:

H. R. 1403. An act for the relief of Anthony
J. Varca, Jr.;

H. R. 1986.
M. Deckard;

H. R. 3062.
Barvis, SBr.;

H. R. 3987.

An act for the relief of Robert
An act for the relief of Paul H,

An act for the relief of Onie
Hack;

H. R. 4336,
Hardee;

H.R.5155.
Strand;

H.R.6765. An act to confer jurisdiction
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
and render judgment on certain claims of
the United Foundation Corporation of
Union, N. J.;

H.R.7738. An act for the relief of Scott
Berry:

H.R.9108. An act for the relief of Saul
Lehman;

H.R. 10818. Anact for the relief of George
T. Moore and Carl D. Berry;

H.R.11207. An act for the relief of Cyrus
B. Follmer;

H. R. 11530. An act for the relief of M. Sgt.
Harold LeRoy Allen;

H. J. Res. 636. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain aliens;

H.J. Res. 637. Joint resolution to walve
certaln subsections of section 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in behalf
of certain aliens;

H.J. Res. 638. Joint resolution to facilitate
the admission into the United States of
certain flances of United States citizens; and

H. J. Res. 639. Joint resolution for the relief
of certain aliens; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.5690. An act for the relief of Camp
EKooch-i-ching; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce,

An act for the relief of Z. A,

An act for the rellef of Peder

June 20

H.R.10204. An act authorizing the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to transfer
certain land to Richard M. Tinney and John
T. O'Connor, Jr.; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 246) approving the granting of the
status of permanent residence to certain
aliens, was referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress
approves the granting of the status of perma-
nent residence in the case of each alien
hereinafter named, in which case the At-
torney General has determined that such
allen is qualified under the provisions of
section 6 of the Refugee Relief Act of 1953,
as amended (67 Stat. 403; 68 Stat. 1044) :

A-6827809, Al, Euo-Yen or Euo-Yen
Thomas Ai.

A-6916280, Ail, Josephine Yueh-Li Mao.

A-T383344, Avella, Eva Maria (nee Rutt-
kay).

A-6059371, Banaszkliewicz, Leszek Romuald,

A-T444647, Benedikt, Erwin,

A-B036432, Berkovits, Ervin,

0300-402795, Bloks, Peteris.

A-9T748478, Bok, Leung EKoon.

A-8079746, Braun, Naftali,

T-2760124, Chai, Sum.

A-5770643, Chan, S8ik Hung or Howe Chan
or Henry Sighung Chan,

A-8955072, Chang, Ching Shan.

A-6084090, Chang, Fu-EKuei.

0300-471516, Chang, Chang-Chwan.

A-8875962, Chang, Ho Shing.

A-6967248, Chang, Mary Mei-Li.

0300-322153, Chang (nee Joi).

A-7355870, Chang, Phillip Wel-Li, also
known as Chang Weli-Li.

A-T292164, Chang, Silas Hsien-Ta.

A-6959863, Chang, Carol Fang.

A-€848012, Chang, Wen-Han.

T-359203, Chao, Howard Hao Sheng.

A-6251861, Chao, Hsien-Gieh Sie.

0300471322, Charbani, Chaoul Ibrahim or
Saul Charbani.

A-4825480, Cheng, Chow Sun.

A-6084186, Yi-Hsien, Chow.

A-T1782851, Chen, Chung Peng.

A-356977, Chen, Hsu-Tu.

A-T389479, Chen, Hue-Chen.

A-10066139, Chen, Eatherine Chih-Mel.

T-301887, Chen, Leo Hsiao-Lin, formerly
Chen Hsiao-Lin.

T-301886, Chen, Helena H. (nee Hsun Hsin
Cheng)

T-301888, Chen, Carlson.

'T-301889, Chen, Kiki Nelson, formerly Kee
Chen.

A-6967327, Chen, Lydia Pi Lin.

V-753648, Chen, Mary or Sister Mary Anun-
ciata Chen.,

0300-467060, Chen, Shueng Ching Chang.

A-T7292410, Chen, Victor Anchao.

0300-419633, Chen, Vung Yueh.

A-T056595, Chen, Yia Shen.

A-0678204, Cheng, Ah Tool.

A-6973688, Ch'eng, Kuang Chin.

V-1242064, Cheng, Mary Molan.

E-057486, Cheng, Sun Tong.

A-6084123, Cheo, Ying Chang, also known
as Vincent Y. C. Cheo.

A-95T79541, Cheong, Tsang.

A-T295490, Chia, Teh-Tsao.

A-6522853, Chiang, Chin Long,

A-6522854, Chiang, Fu Chen.

A-4919939, Chiang, Pei-Run.

A-T583971, Chiang, Lena.

A-6992023, Chi-Lung, Li or Sister Mary
Claudia.

0300-93183, Ching, Tung Jul.

A-1161839, Chiu, Churchill Too-Ming.

A-7445196, Chliu, Shiao-Yuen (Victoria
Maria Chiu).
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A-6849825, Cho, Frank Fu-La.
A-5245145, Chong, Ah Sung.
A-7860200, Chou, Albert Sze-Ching,
V-885173, Chow, Hee Yar Wong.
1600-1065655, Chow, Some Foot,
1600-106556, Chow, Some How,
1600-1065657, Chow, Some Kid.
A-9073827, Choy, Soo.
A-6709314, Chu, Bark-Ho.
A-6877770, Chu, Chih-Cheng.
A-6967268, Chu, Herbert Yuan-Sing, for-
merly Yuan-Shing Chu.
A-B057137, Chu, Tsu Hsi,
A-7243064, Chu, Yueh Chang.
A-95568331, Chu, Yung Shing.
0300-436371, Dal, Chan.
A-T7480686, Dembitzer, Abraham.
«A—6980355, Djang, Jane Chu, also known
as Chang Chu.
A-8258348, Fang, Ta-Chuan.
A-T085389, Fang, Tao Yao.
A-9684209, Fat, Ho, also known as No Eong
Hon.
0300469308, Fatt, Chin, also known as
Ching Fott, also known as Cham Fatt.
A-6650785, Fong, Tsung Butt.
A-8198637, Gluck, Andor.
A-7819648, Gluck, Aron.
0300-463505, Gluck, Hela.
A-10141603, Gratzer, Rozina,
A-T830718, Ha, Chen Chun.
T-300009, Han, Andrew I-Chih.
A-6855624, Han, Rebecca Chih Lan,
A-8153566, Hartman, Dora Meisels.
A-51535607, Henry, Wei (Mun-Hee).
A-T7632418-T, Ho, Lok Shang.
A-6704241, Ho, Thomas C. K., also known
as Chi-Eao Ho.
A-6847752, Ho, Lucy Chao (nee Lucy Wan-
Chen Chao).
0300-45657392, Hong, Than Sien.
A-8915816, Hong, Yung Shing.
A-6840397, Hsiao, Chi-Mei.
A-6027123, Hslao, Feng.
T-2609670, Hsiao, Kuang Hao.
A-8876992, Hsiao, Samuel Chi, also known
as Wang-yuan Hsiao.
A-8876094, Hsiao, May Lee, also known as
Elsie Marie Hslao.
A-8876995, Hsiao, Victor,
Chi-sheng Hsiao.
A-8876003, Hslao, Christopher, also known
as Chi-min Hsiao.
A-T389362, Hsleh, Hua-Kuang.
A-6967604, Hsleh, James Ke Ming.
A-T389467, Hsieh, Po Yuen.
0300-182009, Hsieh, Tsu Hsl.
A-0944164, Hsu, Chih Kien.
A-8979938, Hsu, Han-Euang.
A—68483175, Hsu, Kwan.
A-T805868, Hsu, Robert Ying Hwang.
A-6033147, Hsu, Tony Tatung.
1103-13015, Ting, Rosalind Yi Ming.
A-8982869, Hsueh, Wel Yuan.
A-8982868, I-Chieh, Mal Yin.
A-8982873, Hsueh, Mary Andy.
A-8982872, Hsueh, Angy.
A-8982871, Hsueh, Army.
A-8982870, Hsueh, Antung.
0300-344285, Hu, Mabel Liang.
A-T7731148, Hu, Yung Chun.
A-10076472, Huang, Chamber.
0300-362053, Huang, Dorothy Hsiu Ting.
A-T948396, Huang, Paul,
A-B957076, Huang, Margaret Jean.
A-6196024, Hul, You.
A-8093871, Huskel, Joseph Haim.
A-8980010, Hwang, Ching Yun.
A-8080011, Hwang, Ella Eoh-Chang Li.
A-8980012, Hwang, Chien Sheng.
A-6669707, Hang (Wong), Joseph Ru-Yu.
A-8951034, Hwang, Beth Han-Chen Liu.
A-8951033, Hwang, Betty Shao-Chen.
E-47222, Ivanov, Victor Michael.
E-47223, Ivanov, Zenaida Alexandrovna.
A-T985645, Jeng, Chorng-Shiaw, also
known as Douglas Chorng-Shiaw Jeng.
E-118862, Kalebota, Oliver,
A-T7290189, Kallsh, Edith.
A-6848587, Kao, Wen Shul.
A-7952708, Eaufman, Samuel.

also known as
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A-T120687, Eaye, Show-Wel (Alan).

A-T7366383, Eendi, Zekiye.

A-7356384, Kendi, Lirda Chahoud.

A-6085805, Kiang, Sheng FPlao.

V-305645, Zee, Lin Chen, also known as
Mimi EKiang.

A-8604224, King, Lucla, Joan Wou.

A-T081614, Eing, Memee Hien-Eouen.

0200-102836, King, Lung Chang.

A-T7790652, King, Yun Ching Mao,

A-T790649, King, Josephine Schweng.

0200-130574, King, David Da-Wel,

A-6849450, Kuh, Ernest Shiu-Jen.

A-100159856, Kuzura, Hans,

A-5394024, Lam, Tam.

A-7365686, Lan, Yu Hu or Lucy Yu Hu
Lan.

0300-454039, Leban, Ivan Stanislaus, also
known as John S. Leban.

A-T274351, Lee, Chwan-Chang Nai-Euan.

A-T7389484, Lee, Ding Wong.

A-6049385, Lee, Mov.

0300-457461, Lee, Tsung-Dao.

A-6967640, Lee, Jeannette Chin.

A-6872458, Lee, Yung Chia.

A-8982880, Leung, Tak So, allas Catherine
Tak So Leung.

A-6703452, Li, Hul-Sen or Victoria Hul-
Sen Ll

A-60585517, L1, Louls Hslao-Chao.

A-T7202735, Liang, Hou Jan,

A-7295485, Liang, Kang-Shun.

A-7309259, Liang, Rio (Shui-Oi) Lin.

A-§442562, Liang, Siu Seu Eel,

0300-470029, Lien, Ho. -

E-083509, Lillimagi, Leonardo.

E-083510, Krup, Arne, also known as Arne
Lillimagi.

A-6847733, Lin, Hung Chang.

A-6567581, Lin, Anchen Wang.

A—6967590, Lin, Lan Ying.

A-T354778, Lin, Lucy KEwen-Yuan.

A-6843380, Lin, Mary Elizabeth, formerly
Mary Elizabeth (Betty) Young or Yang Wei-
Tsung.

A-6552714, Lin, or Po-Chen.

A-B153629, Lin, Hsi-Chuan (nee Chen, Hsl-
Chuan).

A-T7205496, Lin, Samuel Paoshi, formely Lin
Pao-Hsi.

A-T7078166, Liu, Elizabeth Hwal-Ying,

A-8982882, Liu, Hannah Man-Hwa.

A-6847864, Liu, Hsiao-Chuan.

A-7850968, Liu, Jeannette Che-Chien.

0300-314881, Liu, Norah Tang, also known
as Shiu Ming Tang. .

A-8995041, Liu, Philip Sze-Yung.

A-T456051, Liu, Theresa Hui.

0300-389845, Liubicich, Ivan.

A-0128943, Lo, Yen.

A-T387939, Leoffler, Olga nee Welsz,

V-754182, Loh, James Mei-Huang.

0300-382462, You, Tal Yeong Shiue.

0300-468623, Lou, Whel Ling.

0300468622, Lou, Whel Ping.

A-7857768, Lowe, Diana Ming-Duh.

A-T7808104, Lowy, Bertha.

A-8955198, Lu, Ponzy.

A-8055199, Lu, Kal Roh, also known as
Cary Lu,

A-6058639, Lui, Chum Lau.

A-6983525, Maday, Maria.

A-8150145, Maday, Zsolt Bela Gaspar.

1308-8483, Maday, Katalin (Kathy) Maria
Erzsebet.

A-9560839, Manka, Jan.

A-8995042, May, Chu Tom Chung.

A-6962962, Meng, Ching-Hwa,

1300-134705, Miao, Pei Chi.

A-6848595, Nee, David Shou-I.

0300-369097, Ogorek, Lelb.

A-T436639, Ogorek, Cily (nee Meyerovich).

A-7282130, Pao, Huei-Yuan (John).

A-T7444657, Pejsa, Lubomir Osecar,
known as Larry Pejsa.

A-9759315, Perme, Milan.

A-8853556, Peros, Venci.

A-9576034, Piew, Jan.

A-T367940, Poon, Wal Ha or Mrs. Henry
Louis.

V-1184123, Popofl, Leo.

also
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V-1184124, Popoff, Alla.

'T-1495443, Popoff, Marina.

T-1495444, Popoff, Andrel.

A-9665946, Porubov, Roman Deevich.

0300-305335, Posner, Pola.

A-7828309, Quo, Diana Shu.

A-T7828310, Quo, Edward.

A-17365708, Rabinovici, Benjamin,

A-T988114, Roth, Miklos,

A-T988111, Roth, Geza.

E-8381, Rubin, Maximilian.

A-7223159, Rubinstein, Adolph.

A-9519927, Bak, Fung or Fung Sik.

E-058296, Sang, Chan,

E-084407, Sawickli, Jerzy Grzegorz.

A-T243000, Scheiner, Herbert.

0300-466312, Sha, Tseng, Lu.

A-7865359, Shang, Ching-Ting,

A-T350685, Shao, Lillian Chang.

A-T350588, Shao, Eugene.

A-T350587, Shao, Betty.

A~T7350688, Bhao, Jane.
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0300408601, Tal, Chao Yao, also known as
Clement Leo Tal.

0300-408602, Tal, Chu Ching Hsin, also
known as Clare Chu Tai.
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A-5753754, Toa, Chan Sze.
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A-T457555, Vassos, Christos Antonios.

A-8190484, Vernitsky, Nadezda, formerly
Nadezda Leithammel (nee Eepper).

E-085343, Wadhsmuth, Leonard or Leon-
hard.

A-9623511, Wah, Chin.

A-B878066, Wah, Chu KEwong, also known
as Kwong Wah Chu.

A-7284218, Wang, Allan Tsong Kao.
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u).
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A-T247542, Kung, Son Sung or Robert Son
Sung Eung.
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A-9541791, Ng, Ho.
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E-086380, Sing, How.

A-6848686, Soo, Shao Lee.
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A-6695454, Tiao, Hui-Li.

0300-468233, Tiao, Pei-Yun.

A-6851458, Tien, Ping King.

A-7380350, Tien, Nancy Nai-Ying Chen.
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A-B986514, Hsi, Kathy C.

A-T7860201, Hsi, Helen Yu-Ching.
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A-T3b64781, Kee, Lau Cheong.
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A-T7376935, Lee, Chiu Tseng.

V-1183770, Lee, James H.
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RAILWAY-HIGHWAY GRADE ELIM-
INATION STRUCTURES IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent for the

immediate consideration of Calendar No.

2269, Senate bill 2895.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title, for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S,
2895) to amend the acts of February 28,
1903, and March 3, 1927, relating to the
payment of the cost and expense of con-
structing railway-highway grade elim-
ination structures in the District of Co-
lumbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
the District of Columbia with amend-
ments on page 2, line 7, after the word
“such”, where it appears the second
time, to strike out “project” and insert
“projects”; in line 17, after the word
“project”, to insert a colon and “Pro-
vided further, That the obligation within
this limit of the railroad carrier affected
shall be determined in accordance with
the provisions of subparagraph (b) of
section 5 of the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1944;”; on page 4, line 7, after the
word “such”, to strike out “project” and
insert “projects”; and in line 15, after
the word “project”, to insert “Provided
further, That the obligation within this
limit of the railroad carrier affected shall
be determined in accordance with the
provisions of subparagraph (b) of sec-
tion 5 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act
of 1944”; so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the second sen-
tence of the second paragraph of section 10
of the act of February 28, 1903 (32 Stat. 918),
as amended (sec. 7-1214, D. C. Code, 1951 edi-
tion), 1s amended to read as follows: “The
cost and expense of any project for opening
any such street or highway within the limits
of such railroad company’s right-of-way, in-
cluding the cost of constructing the portion
of any viaduect bridge, within sald limits,
shall be borne and paid as follows:

*(1) The District of Columbia shall apply
to the payment of such cost and expense all
Federal ald highway-railway grade separa-
tion funds available for use by the District
of Columbia at the time any such project is
programed and all such funds which become
avallable for use on such projects by the Dis-
trict of Columbia during the construction of
such project;

“(2) If such Federal ald highway-rallway
grade separation funds are insufficient to pay
the cost and expense of any such project, the
portion not so covered shall be paid one-
half by the railroad company, its successors
and assigns, whose tracks are crossed and
one-half by the District of Columbia: Pro-
vided, That in no case shall the obligation of
the rallroad company affected exceed 10 per-
cent of the total cost and expense of such
project: Provided further, That the obliga-
tion within this limit of the railroad carrier
affected shall be determined in accordance
with the provisions of subparagraph (b) of
section 5 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1944;

“(3) After construction, the cost of main-
tenance shall be wholly borne and paid in
the case of highway overpasses by the District
of Columbia, and in the case of highway un-
derpasses by the rallroad company, its suc-
cessors and assigns, whose tracks are crossed;
and

“(4) The portions of such streets planned
or projected as above which lie within a
right-of-way belonging to such railroad com-~
pany shall be dedicated by such company
as a public thoroughfare when the portions
of such street adjoining such right-of-way
have been similarly dedicated or otherwise
acquired.”

8ec. 2. (a) That sectlon 3 of the act of
March 3, 1927 (44 Stat. 1353; sec. 7-1215, D. C.
Code, 1051 edition) is amended by striking
therefrom the word “steam.”

(b) So much of section 3 of such act ap-
proved March 3, 1927, as reads: “Provided,
That one-half of the total cost of construct-
ing any viaduct or subway and approaches
thereto shall in such case be pald by the rail-
road company, its successors or assigns, whose
tracks are so crossed; and in the event the
rights-of-way of two or more railroad com-
panies are so crossed sald half cost as herein
provided shall be paid by the said railroad
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companies, their successors or asslgns, In pro-
portion to the widths of their respective land
holdings, and all” is amended to read as fol-
lows: “Provided, That the total cost of con-
structing any project for such viaduct or sub-
way and approaches thereto shall be borne
and paid as follows:

“(1) The District of Columbia shall apply
to the payment of the cost of such project
all Federal aid highway-rallway grade sepa-
ration funds available for use by the District
of Columbia at the time any such project is
programed and all such funds which become
available for use on such project by the Dis-
trict of Columbia during the contruction of
such projects; and

“(2) If such Federal aid highway-rallway
grade separation funds are insufficient to pay
the cost of any such project, the portion not
so covered shall be paid one-half by the rail-
road company, its successors and assigns,
whose tracks are crossed and one-half by the
District of Columbia: Provided further, That
in no case shall the obligation of the rail-
road company affected exceed 10 percent of
the total cost of such project: Provided fur-
ther, That the obligation within this limit
of the railroad carrier affected shall be de-
termined in accordance with the provisions of
subparagraph (b) of section 5 of the Federal-
Ald Highway Act of 1944: Provided further,
That in the event the rights-of-way of two or
more rallroad companies are so crossed said
half cost as herein provided shall be paid by
the said rallroad companies, their successors
and assigns, in proportion to the widths of
their respective landholdings, but the obli-
gations of such companies shall not, in the
aggregate, exceed 10 percent of the cost of
such project: Provided further, That after
construction the cost of maintenance shall
be wholly borne and paid in the case of high-
way overpasses by the District of Columbia,
and in the case of highway underpasses by
the railroad company, its successors and as-
signs, whose tracks are crossed: Provided fur-
- ther, That In the event the rights-of-way of
two or more rallroad companies are so
crossed, the cost of maintenance shall be
borne and pald in the case of highway under-
passes by the said railroad companies, their
successors and assigns, in proportion to the
widths of their respective landholdings.
All”,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, by way
of explanation of the bill, let me say it
also has been reported unanimously by
the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

The purpose of the bill is to provide
that the District of Columbia shall apply
to the payment of the cost and expense
of the highway-railway grade separa-
tion projects referred to in the acts of
February 28, 1903, and March 3, 1927, all
Federal-aid, highway-railway grade sep-
aration funds available for use by the
District on such projects at the time they
are programed, and all such funds which
become available for use by the District
on such projects during the construction
of such projects.

In the event that Federal-aid, high-
way-railway grade separation funds
available to the District are insufficient
1o pay the total cost and expense of such
grade separation projects, the total cost
and expense of said separation projects
not paid with such Federal-aid funds
shall be borne and paid one-half by the
railroad company whose tracks are
crossed and one-half by the District of
Columbia, provided that the railroad
company's share of such cost shall not
in any case exceed 10 percent of the total
cost of such projects.

After construction, the cost of main-
tenance shall be wholly borne in the case
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of highway overpasses by the District,
and in the case of highway underpasses
by the railroad company.

This proposed legislation was re-
quested by the Commissioners, as a re-
sult of recommendations of the Railway-
Highway Division of Costs Committee
which was appointed by the Commis-
sioners.

I urge that the bill be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments of the committee.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA POLICE AND FIREMEN'S
SALARY ACT OF 1935

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of Calendar No.
2270, House bill 7380.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be stated by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A hill (H. R.
7380) to amend the District of Columbia
Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of 1935,
to correct certain inequities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
the District of Columbia with amend-
ments.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the bill is to amend the District
of Columbia Police and Firemen’'s Salary
Act of 1953, as amended, so as to provide
that the basic annual salary of a private
of any class of the fire department shall
be increased by $224 while he is assigned
to duty as a regular first driver-operator
or tillerman of a fire department hose
wagon, pumper, aerial ladder truck, res-
cue squad, or fire department ambulance.

Hearings on the bill indicated that
practically all the men affected by this
proposed legislation are men who for-
merly served for many years as hose
wagon or truck drivers, and who were
reassigned to their present positions in
order that younger members could be
made available to perform the more
arduous duties incident to driving cer-
tain fire apparatus. It appears to your
committee that no penalty should be
attached to reassignment of duties unless
a lack of ability or efficiency has been
established. Therefore, Mr. President,
I urge that the bill be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments of the Committee on the
District of Columbia will be stated.

The amendments of the Committee
on the District of Columbia were on page
1, after line 9, to strike out:

Sec. 2. Section 201 (b) of such Salary Act
of 1953 is amended by (1) striking out “and”
at the end of paragraph (3), (2) striking out
the period at the end of paragraph (4) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: *,
and”, and (3) by adding at the end of such

. section 201 (b) the following new paragraph:

*(5) 420, while he is asslgned to duty as
acting sergeant.”
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Sec. 3. Section 202 (f) of such Salary Act
of 1953 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “In
computing service in the grade of inspector
for the purpose of determining longevity in-
creases, service in excess of 38 years rendered
prior to the effective date of this act in the
grade of private, when the individual was
assigned to duty as a fire inspector or as-
sistant marine engineer shall be considered
service in the grade of inspector.”,

Sec. 4. Title II of such Salary Act of 1953
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new section:

“Sec. 203, Not less than fifteen privates of
the Fire Department of the District of Co-
lumbia who have passed all examinations re-
quired for promotion to sergeant, shall at
all times be assigned to duty as acting ser-
geants. Privates shall be selected for such
assignment in the order in which they are
scheduled for promotion to the grade of
sergeant.”

Sec. 5. Paragraph (2) of section 404 (a)
of such Salary Act of 1953 is amended by
inserting immediately before the semicolon
at the end thereof the following: *, and the
first and second provisos of section 4 of such
act (D. C. Code, sec. 4-802)."

On page 3, at the beginning of line 5,
to change the section number from “6”
to “2,” and in the same line, after the
word “The”, to strike out “amendments”
and insert “amendment”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time and
passed.

CONSIDERATION OF ADDITIONAL
DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA BILLS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the distinguished Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] will be kind enough
to do so, I shall appreciate it if he will
handle the list of 6 or 7 other District of
Columbia bills, by asking that they be
considered by the Senate in the order in
which they appear on the list. The
majority leader must be out of the Cham-
ber for a few minutes, to attend another
meeting.

If the distinguished Senator from
Oregon—who has had such a great in-
terest in all District of Columbia legis-
lation, and who has done more for the
District of Columbia than any other
Senator I have known since I have served
in the Senate, and who plans to handle
these measures anyway—will take charge
of them, Ishall be very much indebted to
him.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before
the Senator from Texas leaves the Cham-
ber, I wish to say that I appreciate very
much his comments about my service to
the District of Columbia. However, I as-
sure him that this service is shared very
much by my colleagues on the committee,
particularly by the distinguished chair-
man of the committee, the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. NEgLy].

Mr. President, to the senior Senator
from Texas [Mr. Joanson], I wish to say
that I think the record will prove that
during his service in the capacity of
majority leader, more legislation in be-
half of the District of Columbia has been
passed under his leadership than at any
other time during my more than 11 years
of service in the Senate of the United
States. As a member of the Committee
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on the District of Columbia, and as chair-
man of its Subcommittee on the Judi-
ciary, I wish to thank the distinguished
majority leader for the cooperation we
have always received from him when we
have had District of Columbia problems
to present.

Mr. President, today is almost city
council day for the District of Columbia,
here in the Senate. As we consider this
long list of District of Columbia bills,
we are almost sitting as the District of
Columbia City Council. So, in the capac-
ity of an alderman, I shall be very glad
to carry out the instructions the major-
ity leader has left with me, if that meets
with the pleasure of the committee.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate very much the state-
ments of my genercus and kind friend;
and I thank him for them.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from Texas.

CEMETERY ASSOCIATIONS IN THE
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 2271, Senate bill
2896, to amend the act relating to cem-
etery associations.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (S,
2896) to amend the act relating to cem-
etery associations.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the bill is to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia,
without regard to the provisions of sec-
tion 27-114 of the Distriet of Columbia
Code—act of March 3, 1901—to license
for eemetery purposes any parcel of land
in the District of Columbia which does
not exceed 1 acre in size and which ex-
cept for a one-sided frontage of less than
100 feet on a public street or highway, is
otherwise completely bounded by land
dedicated to cemetery purposes.

While the language of the bill is gen-
eral, and can apply to any parcel of land,
it is at this time intended to take care
of a particular situation which has ex-
isted for several years. The plot of land
immediately concerned was acquired
almost 30 years ago by the Washington
Hebrew Congregation. It has a front-
age of 90 feet on Alabama Avenue SE,,
approximately 400 feet east of Congress
Place. Apart from this public-highway
frontage, it is completely surrounded by
cemetery lands owned by the Washing-
ton Hebrew and Adas Israel Congrega-
tions.

In keeping with my duties on the com-
mittee, I made a personal inspection,
with counsel for the District of Colum-
bia, of this piece of land, so that from
my own observation I could pass upon
the equities involved in the petition for
the passage of this measure. There is
no question about the fact that we would
do a gross injustice to this congregation
if we were to say that this little piece of
land, surrounded by a cemetery proper-
ty and graves on three sides, and by
Alabama Avenue on the other side, could
not be used for burial purposes. I urge
the passage of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to amendment. If there be
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no amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 2896) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, without regard
to the provisions of section 27-114 of the
District of Columbia Code (act of March 3,
1901, 31 Stat. 1205, ch. BS54, sec. 670), the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
are hereby authorized to license for ceme-
tery purposes any parcel of land in the Dis-
trict of Columbia which does not exceed
1 acre in size, and which, except for a one=-
side frontage of less than 100 feet on a public
street or highway, is otherwise completely
bounded by land dedicated to cemetery pur-
poses.

DELAYED REPORTING OF BIRTHS IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEBIA

Mr., MORSE, I now move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 2272, House bill 9582,

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate,

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
9582) to provide for the delayed report-
ing of births within the District of Co-
lumbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this bill is to authorize and em-
power the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to adopt rules and regula-
tions governing the filing of reports of
births and the issuance of delayed hirth
registration certificates in such cases
where certificates of birth have not been
recorded pursuant to the act of March 1,
1907. Under that act, a birth must be
registered by some person in attend-
ance—a physician or midwife, or in their
absence, any person who is actually in
attendance of the birth. However, there
have been many cases where such reports
have not been filed.

Existing law makes no provision for a
person whose birth has not been reported
to establish his parentage and the date
and place of his birth by means of bap-
tismal, school, census, physician’s, fam-
ily, insurance, marriage, military, em-
ployment, voting, or other records, or
by affidavits of persons having known
such person since his birth. As a result,
persons born in the District prior to the
act of March 1, 1907, may not have had
their births reported, and, because of
the death or other unavailability of the
person in attendance, are unable, under
present law, to report the birth and to
have such report form the basis for the
issuance of a birth certificate by the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

I urge the passage of the bill, for obvi=-
ous reasons of fairness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the guestion
is on the third reading and passage of
the bill.

The bill (H. R. 9582) was ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.
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INCORPORATION OF OAK HILL CEM-
ETERY IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. MORSE. I now move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 2273, House bill 10374.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A hill (H. R.
10374) to amend the act to incorporate
the Oak Hill Cemetery in the District of
Columbia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this bill is to amend the act ap-
proved March 3, 1849, which incorporated
the Oak Hill Cemetery, in the District of
Columbia, so as to permit the board of
managers of the Oak Hill Cemetery Co.
to dispose of certain real property now
usable only for cemetery purposes.

This cemetery was incorporated under
a special act of Congress in 1849, and as
is the general custom, it contained a pro-
vision in the act making all of its real
estate inalienable. A number of years
after the cemetery was incorporated, it
purchased a parcel of ground across the
street from the cemetery on R Street
NW., which was used strictly for ancil-
lary purposes such as worksheds and a
stable and other activities that would not
ordinarily be carried on within the ceme-
tery proper.

Under existing law it would be impos-
sible for the Oak Hill Cemetery to use
this parcel for burial grounds as it would
be necessary to obtain the consent of all
property owners within 200 yards which,
under the circumstances, would be un-
likely. The cemetery now has an oppor-
tunity to sell this parcel of land; how-
ever, this proposed legislation is neces-
sary before the sale can be consummated.

I therefore urge passage of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to amendment. If there be
no amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the third reading and passage
of the bill.

The bill (H. R. 10374) was ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

TESTS TO DETERMINE THE FRES-
ENCE OF ALCOHOL IN CERTAIN
CASES

Mr. MORSE. I now move that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 2274, Senate bill 313.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The Lecistative CLERK. A bill (S.
313) to prescribe the weight to be given
to evidence of tests of alcohol in the
blood, urine, or breath of persons tried
in the District of Columbia for certain
offenses committed while operating
vehicles.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Oregon.
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The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia with
an amendment to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That if, as a result of the operation of a
vehicle, any person is tried in any court of
competent jurisdiction within the District
of Columbia for operating such vehicle while
under the influence of any intoxicating
liquor in violation of section 10 (b) of the
Distriect of Columbia Traffic Act, 1925, ap-
proved March 3, 1925, as amended (D. C.
Code, title 40, sec. 609), and in the course
of such trial there is received in evidence
competent proof to the effect that at the
time of such operation—

(a) defendant’s blood contained five one-
hundredths of 1 percent or less, by weight,
of alcohol, or that defendant's urine con-
talned eight one-hundredths of 1 percent or
less, by weight, of alcohol, such proof shall
be deemed prima facie proof that defendant
at such time was not under the influence of
any intoxicating liquor;

(b) defendant’s blood contained more than
five one-hundredths of 1 percent, but less
than fifteen one-hundredths of 1 percent,
by weight, of alcohol, or defendant's urine
contained more than eight one-hundredths
of 1 percent, but less than twenty one-
hundredths of 1 percent, by weight, of alco-
hol, such proof shall constitute relevant
evidence, but shall not constitute prima
facie proof that defendant was or was not at
such time under the influence of any in-
toxicating ligquor; and

(c) defendant’s blood contained fifteen
one-hundredths of 1 percent or more, by
weight, of alcohol, or defendant’s urine con-
tained twenty one-hundredths of 1 percent
or more, by weight, of aleohol, such proof
shall constitute prima facie proof that de-
fendant at such time was under the in-
fluence of intoxicating liquor,

Sec. 2. (&) CHEmIcAL TESTS—Any person
who operates a motor vehicle in the District
of Columbia shall be deemed to have given
his consent to a chemieal test of his blood
or urine for the purpose of determining the
alcoholic content of his blood or urine:
Provided, That such test is administered at
the direction of a police officer having reason-
able grounds to believe such person to have
been driving in an intoxicated condition and
in accordance with the rules and regula-
tions established by the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia or their designated
agent. If such person having been placed
under arrest and having thereafter been re-
quested to submit to such chemical test re-
fuses to submit to such chemical test the
test shall not be given but the Commis-
sloners or their designated agent shall re-
voke his license or permit to drive and any
nonresident operating privilege: Provided,
however, That the Commissioners or their
designated agent shall grant such person
an opportunity to be heard but a license,
permit, or nonresident operating privilege
may, upon the basis of a sworn report of the
police officer that he had reasonable grounds
to believe such arrested person to have been
driving in an intoxicated condition and that
sald perzon had refused to submit to such
test, be temporarily suspended without no-
tice pending the determination upon any
such hearing, which shall be held within 10
days from date of suspension unless an ex-
tension of time be requested by such per-
son. If, as a result of such hearing, it be
determined such person did not refuse to
submit to such a test, his license or permit
and any nonresident operating privilege shall
forthwith be restored. The provisions of
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section 138 of the District of Columbia Traffic
Act, 1025, as amended (sec. 40-302, D. C.
Code), shall be applicable to revocations
under this section.

(b) Upon the request of the person who
was tested, the results of such test shall be
made avallable to him.

(c) Only a physician acting at the request
of a police "officer can withdraw blood for
the purpose of determining the alcoholic
content therein. This limitation shall not
apply to the taking of a urine specimen.

{(d) The person tested shall be permitted
to have a physician of his own choosing ad-
minister a chemical test in addition to the
one administered at the direction of the
police officer.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this bill is to preseribe the weight
to be given to evidence of tests of alcohol
in the blood or urine of persons tried
in any court of competent jurisdiction
within the District of Columbia for op-
erating vehicles while under the influ-
ence of intoxicating liquor.

The bill creates two presumptions with
respect to tests for alcohol in the blocd
or urine:

First. If the defendant’s blood con-
tains five-hundredths of 1 percent or
less, by weight, of alcohol, or if his urine
contains eight-hundredths of 1 percent
or less, by weight, of alcohol, he shall
be presumed not to be under the influ-
ence of intoxicating liquor.

Second. If the defendant’s blood con-
tains fifteen-hundredths of 1 percent or
more, by weight, of alcohol, or if his urine
contains twenty-hundredths of 1 percent
or more, by weight, of alcohol, he shall
be presumed to be under the influence
of intoxicating liquor.

This proposed legislation would per-
mit the District to offer in evidence the
results of such chemical tests without
the necessity of securing the services of
an expert witness.

Twenty-two States have adopted
chemical-test laws, as will be seen from
the report.

Section 2 of the bill is similar to the
implied-consent law of the State of New
York.

The testimony was, without exception,
that if the blood or urine contains the
weight of alcohol set forth in the bill,
there is no question about the driver
being under the influence of alcohol.
A laymen might possibly question that
statement, but it is very interesting to
point out what the witnesses made very
clear. There is a body of unquestioned
scientific data which bears out the tes-
timony. It seems to be the invariable
rule that, no matter how much an in-
dividual may drink, no matter for how
long a period he may have been a heavy
drinker, nevertheless, if his blood con-
tains a certain gquantity of alcohol, by
weight, he is under the influence of al-
cohol.

So we are not dealing with the prob-
lem which was raised in the discussion
in the committee, as to whether or not
such a test might be unfair to the so-
called heavy drinker, because when the
alcohol in the blood or urine reaches a
certain weight, no matter how long one
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had engaged in the drinking of alcohol,
he is under the influence of liquor, so
far as intoxication is concerned.

The second point I wish to bring out
is that this procedure has become pro
forma in the District of Columbia couris.
There is only one doctor, and he volun-
teers his services by going to the police
court and reciting what he very good
naturedly said to us has now become al-
most a rote with him—a statement to
the effect that the test had been given
and the blood contained a certain weight,
of alcohol. He is doing this as a great
public service to the District of Colum-
bia, without charge, as did his father
before him. As the record will show,
he received the high commendation of
the District of Columbia Committee for
this public service. But it is pro forma.
It is not necessary. It ought to be elim-
inated, and this bill seeks to eliminate
it, 5 has been done in 22 other States.

Lastly, it will be noted that the bill
provides for the adoption of a provision
relative to so-called implied consent,
which is found in the New York law,
which has been thoroughly tested in the
courts. Briefly, the application of the
provision would be as follows:

Assume, for example, that an accident
has occurred at Constitution and Dela-
ware Avenues., X runs into Y. ¥’'s car
is damaged and Y is injured. The po-
lice officers come upon the scene, escort
X to precinct headquarters and ask him
to take an alcohol test. He refuses,
which he has the right to do. He then
automatically loses his right to drive a
car until such time as a hearing is held,
as provided in the bill, to determine
fehgther or not he refused to take the

St

If my hypothetical Mr. X, who has

been taken to the precinet station house,
refuses to take the test, he loses his right
to drive an aufomobile until the following
events occur:
_ Flirst. A hearing is held, as provided
in the bill, which goes into the question
as to whether or not he had refused to
take the test. If, as the result of the
hearing, it is found that he did refuse to
take the test, he cannot drive an auto-
mobile until his innocence of the charge
of driving while intoxicated is estab-
lished.

Second. If his innocence is established
he can drive again. If it is not estab-
lished, or, in other words, if he is found
guilty, automatically, under District law,
he loses the right to drive for 6 months
anyway.

The members of the committee on the
District of Columbia are unanimous in
their opinion. We wish to make it per-
fectly clear that we intend to do what
we can to tighten the traffic laws in the
Distriet of Columbia so as to try to re-
duce the number of fatalities and in-
juries that are occurring on the streets
of the District of Columbia. We want
drivers to know that we are somewhat
intolerant of the growing evidence that
there is too much driving in the District
of Columbia by people who have taken
a cocktail or two, who cannot handle
a cocktail or two. Since Congress still
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maintains its ecity council functions—
and we ought to get rid of them by
passing a District of Columbia home-rule
bill—the time has come to get tough with
alcoholic drivers.

This section of the bill, which I urged
in committee and with regard to which
I accepted some amendments, is a section
which in my judgment will cause people
who go to cocktail parties believing they
can handle 3 or 4 cocktails and then
demonstrate they cannot handle even
1 cocktail, to think twice before they
drive under such circumstances, for they
will know they will be found guilty if
an accident occurs as a result of their
having had too much alcohol, as shown
by weight in either their blood or urine.
I urge the passage of the bill as a long-
needed safety measure in the Distriet of
Columbia to protect the innocent from
alcoholic drivers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 313) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to prescribe the weight to be given
to evidence of tests of aleohol in the blood
or urine of persons tried in the District of
Columbia for operating wvehicles while
under the influence of intoxicating
liquor.”

CONTRODL OF NARCOTICS, BAR-
BITURATES, AND DANGEROUS
DRUGS IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar 2275, H. R. 11320.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 11320)
to effeet the control of narcotics, barbi-
turates, and dangerous drugs in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, .and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia with
amendments, on page 1, line 3, after the
word “the”, to strike out “Narcotic” and
insert “Dangerous Drug”; on page 9, line
22, after the word “or”, where it appears
the first time, to strike out “hynotic” and
insert “hypnotic’’; on page 17, line 3, aft-
er the word “other”, to insert “drug or’;
in line 10, after the word “and”, where it
occurs the first time to insert “(1)”; in
line 21, after the word “drugs”, to strike
out “including barbiturates or ampheta-
mines)"”; on page 19, line 23, after the
word “to”, to insert “Federal and"; at the
beginning of line 25, to strike out “or of
the United States” and insert “and the
laws of the United States applicable
within the District of Columbia’; on
page 25, line 17, after the word “the”, to
strike out “provision” and insert “provi-
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sions’; on page 34, line 14, after the word
“the", to strike out “provitions” and in-
sert “provisions”; on page 35, line 16,
after the word “this”, to strike out “Act”
and insert “section”; on page 386, line 3,
after the numeral “(1)”, to insert “if
committed prior to July 1, 1958; (2)”;
and in line 6, after the word “and”, to
strike out “(2)” and insert “(3).”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before
I read my prepared statement on the bill
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a statement prepared by
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bearr],
in which he discusses the use of the
phrase “in the course of his professional
practice,” which is included in the defi-
nition of “practitioner” appearing in
title II of the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
ReEeconp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BEALL

A guestion has been raised over the use of
the phrase “in the course of his professional
practice,” which is included in the definition
of “practitioner'” appearing in title 2 of the
proposed Dangerous Drug Confrol Act for
the District of Columbia. It is thought that
such definition might conflict with the
use of the term practitioner appearing in
section 503 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U. 8. C. 353).

The definition of the term “practitioner”
in the District bill is as follows:

“The term ‘practitioner’ means any person
duly licensed by appropriate authority and,
in conformance with the law, licensed to
prescribe dangerous drugs, and to administer
and use dangerous drugs in the course of hls
professional practice.”

The term “practitioner” is not defined in
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
as such but appears in section 503 defining
a prescription drug which reads in part as
follows: “shall be dispensed only (i) upon
a written prescription of a practitioner li-
censed by law.”

The selection of the definition of the
term practitioner in the proposed District
bill was deliberate, having in mind the ob-
Jectives of the legislation which differ funda-
mentally from those of the Federal act.

The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act
is designed primarily to regulate and control
the introduction and flow in interstate com-
merce of certain items, including drugs, to
insure that the ultimate consumer shall not
be harmed or injured by any impure, adul-
terated, or inherently dangerous substance,
or one which has not been properly labeled
or branded. Therefore, the Federal act is
not directly concerned with individual con-
duct on the local level of those who handie
and use these items which are not adulter-
ated, impure or inherently dangerous, or
which have not been misbranded.

To fill the gap between the introduction
in interstate commerce of pure and un-
adulterated drugs, as provided by the Fed-
eral act, and the handling and use of such
drugs on the local level, over two-thirds of
the States have already adopted legislation
to police the conduct of those who deal in
or use these drugs.

Under the provision of this new Danger-
ous Drug Control Act for the District of Co-
lumbia it is intended that the conduect of
those who handle, distribute, and use these
dangerous drugs shall be regulated and con-
trolled in order to minimize the chances and
opportunities for abuse and misuse. By in-
cluding the phrase “in the course of his
professional practice” in the term “practi-
tioner” the District act does nothing more
than recognize and acknowledge the high
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type of professional conduct which governs
the practice of local physicians who dispense
and prescribe these drugs. Yet is must be
recognized that there are unscrupulous per-
sons who may be tempted to make indis-
criminate use of their licensed authority to
dispense these drugs to individuals who do
not share the bona fide doctor-patient rela-
tionship. To strike the phrase *“in the
course of his professional practice” from the
definition of practitioner in the bill would
leave the door open to unethical doctors and
illicit users.

The phrase ltself is not new and can be
found in identical usage in our Pederal nar-
cotic laws, in the Uniform Drug Act for the
District of Columbia and in many of the
State acts. With such precedents to fol-
low, and with full understanding the pur-
poses of the Federal act and the proposed
new legislation for the District of Columbia,
I feel any effort to change or alter the lan-
guage of the definition of the term “practi-
tioner," as the bill is presently written, would
seriously weaken the more important en-
forcement and regulatory features of the act.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the bill is to improve existing pro-
grams for the treatment and rehabilita-
tion of narcotic drug addicts, to provide
controls over the distribution and use
of barbiturates, amphetamines, and
other dangerous drugs, and to strengthen
present law enforcement procedures to
combat the illicit drug traffic in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The first title corrects the manifold
weaknesses in the present addict law and
insures swift and certain commitment
of drug addicts who show promise of
benefiting from hospital treatment and
rehabilitation in the community. Juve-
niles are specifically included among
those subject to the provisions of the bill.

Title II regulates and controls the sale
and use of amphetamines, barbiturates,
and other dangerous drugs in the District
of Columbia. Presecriptions, invoices,
records, and inventories would be subject
to inspection at all times by both Federal
and District officials.

Title III amends the Uniform Nareotic
Drug Act to permit arrest without a war-
rant as in the case of a felony or prob-
able cause that the person to be arrested
is violating a provision of the act at the
time of his arrest.

The Public Health Service Act is also
amended to require the Surgeon General
to furnish to the Commissioners of the
District of Columbia, or their designated
agent, the name, address, and other per-
tinent information of any resident drug
addict of the District of Columbia who
has volunteered for treatment for ad-
diction.

I would supplement my statement by
saying that this is a long-overdue act.
We held very thorough hearings on the
bill. We had the cooperation of the
very able chairman of the District Board
of Pharmacists. Of course, there were
some objections made to some of the
procedural phases of the bill at one stage
in the hearings, and probably there are
still some objections to the bill. It does
mean the placing of an additional burden
of inspection on the pharmacists of the
Distriet.

However, when we weigh that burden
against the need of protecting the public
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from what is represented to us to be
evidence of a constant increase in the
drug traffic in the District and an in-
crease in the use of the particular types
of drugs we seek to regulate very strin-
gently, there is no question that an in-
convenience to druggists must give way
to the public good.

I wish to say in behalf of the drug-
gists, without committing any of them,
that they cooperated with our commit-
tee and that they are entitled to the
commendation of the committee and, for
that matter, of the people of the District
for their willingness at least to accede
to the additional supervision which goes
along with the provisions of the bill.

I urge its immediate passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time, the bill (H. R. 11320) was read the
third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act to effect the control of narcotics
and dangerous drugs in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes.”

AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA REVENUE ACT OF 1937

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 2276, H. R. 3693.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 3693)
to amend title IX of the Distriet of
Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, as
amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia, with
amendments.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, the pur-
pose of this proposed legislation is to
increase the term of the judge of the
Distriet of Columbia Tax Court from 4
years to 10 years, and provides retire-
ment for the judge of such court as
follows:

First. After having served as a judge
of such court for a period or periods
aggregating 20 years or more, whether
continuously or not;

Second. After having served as a judge
of such court for a period or periods
aggregating 10 years or more, whether
continuously or not, and having attained
the age of 70 years; or

Third. After having become perma-
nently disabled from performing his
duties, regardless of age or length of
service.

The bill was supported by the mem-
bers of the Tax Bar Association of the
District of Columbia and by other bar
associations.

In support of the bill T wish to say
that they convinced the committee unan-
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imously that we are dealing here with a
District tax court which is almost
identical in every respect so far as type
of case handled, and is identical with re-
spect to procedure followed, with the
United States Tax Court.

We are dealing also with a court on
the bench of which there is required a
man who has had many years of tax
experience. Therefore, very frequently,
the man appointed to a judgeship in the
court is in the declining years of life.
We feel, therefore, that such a judge
should stand somewhat on a par with
Federal Tax Court judges when it comes
to retirement benefits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendments will be stated.

The first amendment of the Committee
on the District of Columbia was on page
1, line 17, after the word “for”, to insert
the word “‘a".

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was on page 3,
after line 16, to insert:

Sec. 2. The amendment to the first para-
graph of section 2 of title IX of the District
of Columbia Revenue Act of 1937, set forth in
the first section of this act, shall take eflect
after the expiration of the term of office of
the present judge of the District of Columbia
Tax Court.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment to the committee amend-
ment, in line 19, to strike out the word
“eflect” and to insert in lieu thereof the
word “effect.” My amendment is to cor=-
rect a typographical error in the hill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ore=-
gon to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the hill to be read a third
time, -

The bill (H. R. 3693) was read the
third time, and passed.

LICENSING OF SECONDHAND DEAL-
ERS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 2289, H. R. 6782.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the bill by title, for
the information of the Senate.

The CHIiEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 6782)
to amend section T of “An act making
appropriations to provide for the Gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1903, and
for other purposes,” approved July 1,
1902, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Oregon.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pur-
pose of the proposed legislation is to
bring up to date the sct of July 1, 1902,

June 20

relating to the licensing of secondhand
dealers, by empowering the Commission-
ers of the District of Columbia to clas-
sify and regulate secondhand dealers in
the light of modern merchandising
methods.

Existing law requires the same proced-
ure for licensing, as a secondhand dealer,
of every person dealing in used personal
property, regardless of whether such
dealing is their primary business or
whether such dealing is only incidental
to the buying and selling of new per-
sonal property.

Existing law also requires every per-
son licensed as a secondhand dealer to
pay an annual license fee of $50, with-
out regard to the extent to which such
person deals in used personal property.

The bill merely brings up to date an
old law of the District, and enables the
Commissioners to properly regulate the
sale of goods in the District by permit-
ting the Commissioners to classify deal-
ers, It would permit a better and more
equitable administration and application
of the license act.
b‘1§ urge the immediate passage of the

111,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the third reading of the bill.

The bill (H. A. 6782) was ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President;, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll.

E'he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
Toll.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI-

ATION BILL, 1957—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
submit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 9739) making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, and offices, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and
for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be read for the information
of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of June 20, 1956, pp. 10679-
10681, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present considération
of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNg
in the chair)., Without objection, it is
so ordered.

The question is on agreeing fo the con-
ference report.

The report was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
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Senate to House bill 9739, which was
read as follows:

In THE HOUSE OoF REPRESENTATIVES, U. B,
June 20, 1956,

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 64 to the bill (H. R. 9739)
entitled “An act making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1957, and for other purposes,” and con-
cur therein;

That the House recede from Iits disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 50, and concur therein with an amend-
ment, as follows: In lieu of the sum of
“$75,000" named in said amendment, insert:
“$50,000.”
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate concur in the
amendment of the House to Senate
amendment No. 50.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Washington.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorp a table show-
ing the House and Senate actions on
various items in the bill,

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

action on certain amendments of the

Comparison of House and Senale action on indepe;tdem offices appropriation bill, 1957

TITLE I—INDEPENDENT OFFICES

Budget R Tod A +
Item Appropriations,|  ogimg in House bill | recommended |Amount agreed
19561 Yoot for 1957 by Senate |*0 I conference
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION
Balaries and expenses. _ $17, 282, 500 $17, 618, 000 §17, 282, 500 $17, 532, 500 $17, 407, 500
Investigations of United States citizens for employment bi international organizations___. 4 107, 100 574, 000 450, 000 525, 487, 500
Annuities, Panama Canal construction e: Elosrees and Lighthouse Service widows_......__ 2, 240, 000 2, 024, 000 2, 024, 000 2, 024, 000 2,024, 000
Payment to the civil-service retirement an dlsabillly fand 233, 000, 000 205, 000, 000 , 000, 000 440, 438, 000 525, 000, 000
tive , Federal en fe insurance fund {117, 500) (186, 700) (100, 000) (186, 700) (117, 500)
Total, Civil SBervice Commission 252, 629, 600 315, 216, 000 619, 756, 500 460, 519, 500 544, 919, 000
FEDERAL CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION
Operations $12, 125,000 21, 700, 000 15, 500, 000 21, 700, 000 15, 560, 000
Federal contributions.....__. 12, 400, 000 17, 000, 000 7, 0040, 000 17, 000, 000 17, 000, 000
Emergency supplies and equiy t 32, 650, 000 64, 000, 000 42, 000, 000 64, 000, 47, 000, 000
Surveys, p.lans. and research........ 10, 000, 000 14, 500, 000 10, 000, 000 14, 500, 000 10, 000, 000
Salaries and , civil-d functions of Federal agencies_ . 41, 500, 6, 000, 000 1, 540, 000 6, 000, 000 4, 000, 000
Total, Federal Civil Defense Administration 68, 675, 000 123, 200, 000 86, 100, 123, 200, 000 93, 560, 000
FUNDS APPROFRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Disaster relief 28, 500, 000 5, 386, 030 6, 000, 000 6, D00, 000
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Balarles and expenses 7,323,000 7, 850, 000 7, 800, 000 7, 828, 000 7, 828, 000
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Salaries and exp 2 4,900, 000 5, 250, 000 5, 200, 000 5, 250, 000 5, 225, 000
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
Salarles and expenses 4, 548, 500 5, 500, 000 5, 400, 5, 550, 000 5, 550, 000
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Balaries and expenses 33, 481, 000 34, 581, 000 34, 000, 000 34, 000, 000 34, 000, 000
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Operating expenses, Publle Bulldings Bervio0. - o oo v e cec e cssmmeescms e mmmem e mmm—— 102, 280, 500 128, 508, 000 122, 694, 200 128, 084, 500 125, 000, 000
Repair, improvement, and equipment of federally owned buildings outside the District
e b T e e R R R SO S L R B A PR 44,138, 000 42, 565, 550 42, 638, 000 42, 565, 550
Bites and planning, purchase contract and public buildings prn!w*n 5, 000, &, 000, 000 &, 000, 000 &, 0040, 000
Payments, public f)uﬂdlngs DO SO L e e e 237, 237, 000 4 000 237, 000
Hospital facilities in the Distriet of Columbin (ligquidation of contract authorization) 5, 800, 000 5, 300, 000 5, 300, 000 5, 300, 000
Operating expenses, Federal Supply Service 4, 028, 000 £ 2 808, 400 £ 2,950, 400 ¥ 2, B84, 400
Expenses, general supply fund 15, 344, 000 14, 270, 000 14, 770, 000 14, 770, 000
General supply fund__ = b 10, 000, 000 10, 000, D00 10, 000, D00 10, D00, 000
OparntinF expenses, National Archives and Records Sarvlce ............................... 6,977,000 6, B18, 650 6, 893, 650 6, 898, 650
Survey o Government records, records an 1 pracii P 00,000 1= el R e 200, 000! Fosios s s
Operating expenses, transportation and public utilities sewlca ...... 1, 407, 000 1, 251, 100 1, 251, 100 1, 251, 100
Relunds under Renegotiation Act e e e B e e e Bt s i R e g o
Strabeglc and critical materials._ 3 (T § (3, 000, 000) £ (3,351, oon; £ (3,175, 500)
A fiber progmm (administrative ex ) (117, 500) (100, 000) (100, 000 (100,
Balaries and exg Office of Administrator. A 395, 000 395, 000 395, 000 495,
Administrative operations fund_____________ (9, 745, 300) (9, 278, 200) (9, 802, 550) (9, 540, 375)
Hospital facilities in the Distriet of Columbia EheE
lbme cy o&emting EXPENSes. ... 5, Sais =
ost Office and Courthouse, Nome, Alaska_____ 1, 100, 000 S, s
Stm:.agw and critical materials (liquldatmn of contract authorization)...._.....__._.._ 27, 400, 000
Administrative operations 4, 410, 000 o =4 EeAd
Total, General Services Administration 748, 033, 000 221, 624, 000 211, 340, H00 217, 728, 650 214, 206, 700
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY
Office of the Administrator:
laries and ex 5, 308, 500 6, 450, 000 6, 000, 000 6, 450, 000 6, 225, 000
Urban planning grants. S 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 1, 500, 000
Statisties on housing ' IR R e o T T s e e e et
Reserve of planned public works (payment to revolv T e 3, 000, 000 12, 000, 000 i, 000, 000 8, 004, 000 7, 500, 000
Capltalgramslors.lumc ce and urban rene 50, 000, 000 50, 000, 000 40, 000, 000 40, 000, 000 40, 000, 000
Total, Office of the Administrator. 60, 308, 500 70, 625, 000 53, 000, 000 57, 450, 000 65, 225, 000

1 lnlli;ludns pay increases and other items in Second Supplemental Appropriation

ct, 5
3 Unoh]igated balanees continued available.
¥ And transfer of $362,000 from ‘‘Emergency su
transfer of

ies and equipment.”
4 And $40,000 from “ Emergency supp

 and equipment,”

' And tmnsfer of $450,000 from **Sites and planning,” ete,
r.auon sml rescission of $199,349,000 of prior year appropriations,

c:a‘;]ndsl ,935,600 from funds derived from proceeds of surplus personal property dis-
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Comparison of House and Senale action on independent offices appropriation bill, 1957—Continued
TITLE I—INDEPENDENT OFFicEs—continued
. Bud Rect ded Amount .
Appropriations, & A d
Ttem ¥ estimates in House bill | 1 ded el
1956 1957 for 1957 by Senate |10 in conference
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY—continued
blic Housing Administration: : }
ES Administrative expenses. $9, 636, 500 $10, 700, 000 £0, 700, 000 £10, 700, 000 $10, 500, D00
Annual contributions. 81, 750, 000 66, 000, 000 , 000, 000 96, 000, 000 000,
Total, Public Housing Admini: jon 01, 386, 500 106, 700, 000 99, 700, 000 106, 700, 000 103, 500, 000
Total, Housing and Home Fi Ageney 151, T85, 000 177, 325, 000 152, 700, 000 164, 150, 000 158, 725, 000
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION
Balaries and 14, 000, 000 13, 900, 000 14, 879, 696 14, 879, 606
ke e " 62, 000 ( (:3 " (lf 30,178) T, 280, 178)
Railroad safety_. .. v 000
1 tive i y, ----- 754, 000 (:; E’J 10 (849, 500) (849, 500)
Total, Interstate Commerce Commission.. .. 12, 896, 000 14, 000, 800 13, 900, 000 14, 879, 696 14, 879, 696
NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS
Balaries and 60, 135, 000 64,700,000 | 61,475,000 163,200,000 261,887, 500
Construction and equip 12, 565, 000 15, 000, 000 13, 000, 000 15, 000, 000 14, 000, 000
Total, National Advisory Committee for Aer tics. 72, 700, 000 79, 700, 000 74, 475, 000 78, 200, 000 75, 887, 500
NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORTTY
Muintenance and operation of properties 38, 400 39, 000 37, 000 39, 000 38, 000
KATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Ealaries and - e 16, 000, 000 41, 300, 000 35, 915, 000 41, 300, 000 40, 000, 000
International Geophysical Year 37, 000, 000
Total, National Science Foundation. _ 53, 000, 000 41, 300, 000 85, 915, 000 AL 300,000 | usmnansn i
NATIONAL SECURITY TRAINING COMMISSION
Balaries and expenses. 40, 000 (o S W 75, 000 50, 000
RENEGOTIATION BOARD
Salaries and exp 2 i = 4,150, 000 3, 750, 000 3, 675, 000 3, 657, 000 3, 675, 000
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Salaries and expenses L 5, 278, 000 5, 749, 000 5, 700, 000 &, 749, 000 &5, 749, 000
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
Balaries and exp 1327, 2186, 000 29, 050, 000 28, 442, 000 29, 050, 000 29, 050, 000
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION
General operating ex o - - 167, 502, 000 164, 436, D00 162, 118, 260 163, 936, 000 163, 027,130
Medical administration and miscellaneous operating ex 16, 040, 600 16, 453, 000 16, 099, 20, 773, 800 20, 773, 800
Inpatient care... 1 640, 790, 600 | 1# 662, 900,000 | 18 662, GO0, 000 | '8 662,900,000 | 15 662, 900, 000
QOutpatient care T > 85, 971, 200 82, 638, 000 82, 638, 000 82, 638, 000 82, 638, 000
. Maintenance and operation of supply depots. 1, 628,000 , 671,000 1, 628, 000 1, 628, 000 1, 628, 000
Com tion and pensi = SR IR SR e R e 2, 810, 000, 000 | 2, 907, 000, 000 | 2, 007, 000, 000 | 2,907, 000, 000 | 2,907, 000, 000
Readjustment b t 812, 097, 000 775, 000, 000 775, D00, 000 775, 000, 000 775, 000, 000
Military and naval i 4, 868, 000 §, 000, 000 | 5, 000, 000 5, 000, D00 5,000, 000
Natlonal serviee life insurance. 81, 300, 000 23, 200, 000 23, 200, 000 23, 200, 000 23, 200, 000
Bervicemen's indemnities. . ........... 40, 500, 000 26, 750, 000 26, 750, 000 26, 750, 000 26, 750, 000
Grants to the Republic of the Philippines 2, 500, 00D 2,000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000
Hospital and domiclliary facilitles...__.._.__... 30, D00, 000 47, 000, 000 50, 935, 000 51, 635, 000 b1, 635, 000
Major alterations, improvements, and repair 3, 900, 000 4, 447, 000 4, 447, 000 4, 533, 000 4, 533, 000
Service-disabled veterans insurance fund 750, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000
Total, Vet * Administeation 4, 706, 856, 400 | 4,719,495,000 | 4,720, 715,860 | 4,727,903,800 | 4,727,084, 050
Total, Title I 6, 182,049,900 | 5, 783,704,000 | 6,010,543,200 | 5, 925 187,646 | §5, 966, 517, 826
Rescission of year appropriations recommended in the bill:
General ces Administration: Strategic and critical materials. —$199, 349, 000
Housing and Home Finance Agency: Public facility loans —1, 860, 45
Total reseclssi —201, 300, M5
* Consolidated in above amount. 12 And $1,226,000 of prier year {funds continued available,
1 Earmarked in bill. # And in addition, $7,220,600 from reimbursements,
1 And not to exceed $600,000 of prior year funds eontinned available, 3 And in addition, $7,216,000 from reimbursements,
22 And not to exceed $1,500,000 of prior year funds continued available.
TITLE IF—CORPORATIONS
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
{Limitations on amounts of eorporate funds to be expended]
Authorizations,| Budget estl- | Recommended | Amount rec- Amount
Corporation or agency 19561 mates, 1957 in House hill ommended agreed to in
for 1957 by Senate conference
Federal Home Loan Bank Board $078, 400 §1, 095, 000 $078, 400 §1, 005, 000 §1, 036, 700
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corp fon 3 596, 000 532, 596, 000 596,
Ilans‘lnlt!( and Home Finance Agency:
College housing loans = 706, 300 1, 100, 000 1, 100, 000 1, 100, 000 1,100, 000
Public facility loans.......ooveeoeooaaees 159, 500 475, 000 318, 000 418, 000 157 368,
Public facility loans (RFC Liguidation Aet) AOD | e ek 4 et
wolving fund uidating pr ) 2, 788, 000 2, 310, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 310, 000 2, 165, 000
Federal National Mortgage Association 3, 950, D00 4, 000, 000 3, 700, 000 i 8, 775, 000
ing Administration , 892, 500 7,150, 000 6, 900, 000 6,900, 000 6, 900, 000
Fublic Housing Administration 2 (11,966,500)| 2 (12,800,000)| * (11,550,000)| 2 (12,800,000)| * (12,475, 000)
Total, administrative exp 16, 200, 700 16, 726, 000 15, 528, 400 16, 268, 000 15, 940, T00

1 Includ

n8

pay i

d Supplemental Appropriation Aet, 1056,

2 Amount includes funds appropriated in title I and available from “Revolving
fund (liguidating programs),” Duplication eliminated in totals,



1956

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until tomorrow
at noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT
MARINE ACT OF 1936

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 22717,
S. 2429,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The CHiEr CLERK. A bill (S. 2429) to
amend section 212 of the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, to authorize research and
experimental work with vessels, vessel
propulsion and equipment, port facilities,
planning, and operation, and cargo han-
dling on ships and at ports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
bill, which received the unanimous ap-
proval of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, authorizes re-
search and experimental work on vessels,
port facilities, and cargo handling.

Without taking the time of the Sen-
ate, I should merely like to say that the
bill would give specific authority to the
Maritime Administration, in collabora-
tion with public and private interests
concerned, to carry on research activities
in the fields of ship design, propulsion,
and equipment; of improvement of port
facilities; and of all phases of passenger
and cargo handling. In effect, the bill
would authorize studies looking to re-
ducing the time spent by vessels in port.

There is some obsolescence in the way
cargoes are now handled by our mer-
chant marine, and the bill would allow
the Maritime Board and Administration
to make the proper studies with a view
to bringing about more efficient cargo
handling.

It so happens that the average run-
ning ship in the American merchant ma-
rine spends 60 percent of its time in port,
and 40 percent of its time at sea.

It is hoped that as a result of the
studies there will be more efficient load-
ing and unloading, better propulsion and
equipment, and new designs which are
necessary in order to keep our merchant
marine modern.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 2429) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 212 (c)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended
(46 U, 8. C., sec. 1122), is amended by in-
serting at the end of subsection (c) two new
paragraphs, to read as follows:

“In collaboration with public and private
Interests concerned, and in the interest of
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improved efficiency and economy, to conduct
research and experiments, developmental,
trial, and demonstration work with vessels,
propelling machinery, cargo-handling and
other vessel equipment, improvements, and
facilities, and to prepare plans and designs
for new and improved vessels, machinery,
equipment, and facilities;

“In collaboration with public and private
interests concerned, and in the interest of
improved efliclency and economy in the
transfer of cargo and passengers between
vessels and shore-transportation faciilties in
ports, to conduct research and experiments,
to develop plans and designs, procedures, and
equipment for the improvement of wharves,
docks, pilers, warehouses, and other port
facilities used in the movement and han-
dling of cargo, passengers, and other com-
merce in ports in connection with water
transportation.”

Mr. BUTLER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
a statement I have prepared on Senate
bill 2429 be printed at the conclusion
of the passage of that bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER

This bill would give broad authority to
the Maritime Administration to conduct ex-
perimental work and research on all phases
of vessel design, construction and propulsion,
as well as covering projects for moderniza-
tion of cargo-handling equipment, docking
facilities, etc. As the Maritime Administra-
tor so well explained at the hearings on the
bill, such research as this may afford many
answers to the problems now facing the
American merchant marine,

When I was in Europe last sunfmer, at-
tending the Atoms for Peace Conference, I
could not help but note the progress that
had been made there in modernizing docks
and dock facilities. We must keep abreast
of that overseas development and, if possible,
exceed it, and I believe that the pending
bill offers ample opportunity to do both.

FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTO-
RATION IN THE TERRITORY OF
HAWAII

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 2278,
H. R. 5790, '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The CHier CLERK. A hill (H. R. 5790)
relating. to the application in the Terri-
tory of Hawaii of the Federal Aid in
Wildlife Restoration Act, and the Federal
Aid in Fish Restoration Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorp the report on
the bill, which was reported unanimously
from the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

There being no objection, the report
(No. 225T) was ordered to be printed in
the Recorbp, as follows:

The Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce, to whom was referred the bill
(H. R. 5790) to amend the Federal Ald to
Wildlife Restoration Act, as amended, and
the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act, as

10649

amended, having considered the same, re-
port favorable thereon and recommend that
the bill do pass.

The of the bill is to modify the
provisions of the Federal Ald to Wildlife
Restoration Act and the Federal Aid in Fish
Restoration Act as they relate to the Terri-
tory of Hawaii, so as to place Hawail on a
parity with the several States in the distribu-
tion of Federal-aid funds under the formula
and matching fund requirement as expressed
in existing law, which, at present, does not
apply to the Territories and possessions of
the United States.

Section 8 (a) of the Federal Aid to Wild-
life Restoration Act of September 2, 1937
(60 Stat. 917; 18 U. 8. C., 1052 edition, sec.
669a) and section 12 of the Federal Aid in
Fish Restoratlon Act of August 9, 1950 (64
Stat. 431; 16 U. S. C. 1952 edition, sec. 777a)
each provide that the Territory of Hawail
receive a fixed annual amount “not to exceed
$25,000.00"" to accomplish the purposes ex-
pressed in the legislation. The present bill
modifies such provisions and removes Hawaii
from the “fixed” sums and places it on a
parity with the several States,

Allocations to the several States are based
upon a formula designed to give each State
its equitable portion of Federal ald based
upon its area and the number of hunters
or fisherman purchasing licenses. The funds
are allocated on the basis of one-half in the
ratio which the area of each State bears to
the total area of all the States, and one-half
in the ratio which the number of paid license
holders of each State bears to the total num-
ber of paid license holders of all the States.
The funds are derived from the excise tax
imposed on sporting arms and ammunition,
In order that a State can become eligible for
grants-in-aid, it must provide at least 25
percent of the funds needed for individual
projects.

Hawaii, during the past 10 years, has made
great strides in the wildlife and fish-restora=-
tion fields. In the former, it has established
14 public shooting areas, containing about
243,000 acres of land and conducted wildlife
surveys and investigations gathering data
urgently needed for management use. In
the latter, it has conducted a study of the
fresh-water goby and is conducting research
on the ultimate restoration on the one valu-
able off-shore-reef fisheries, which have been
severely overfished. Thus, placing Hawail
on a parity with the several States in the
distribution of these grants-in-aid funds will
enable it to undertake additional projects
that are badly needed. Such equality of
treatment will also result in imposing upon
the Territory stricter matching requirements
than now apply to it. Accordingly, this
committee recommends that the bill do pass.

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with subsection 4 of rule
XXIX of the Standing Rules of the Senate,
changes in existing law made by the bill, as
reported are shown as follows (new matter
is printed in italics, matter proposed to be
omitted is in brackets, existing law in which
no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

“FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION ACT OF
SEFTEMBER 2, 1937 (50 STAT. 817)

“Sec. 2. * * * the term ‘State fish and
game department’ shall be construed to
mean and include any department or divi-
sion of department of another name, or com=-
mission, or official or officials, of a State em=-
powered under its laws to exercise the func-
tions ordinarily exercized by a State fish and
game departmentf.J; and the term ‘State’
shall be construed to mean and include the
several States and the Territory of Hawaii.

“Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary of the Interior
is authorized to cooperate with the Alaska
Game Commission, [the Division of Game
and Fish of the Board of Commissioners of
Agriculture and Forestry of Hawaili,] the
Commissioner of Agriculture and Commerce
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of Puerto Rico and the Governor of the
Virgin Islands, in the conduct of wildlife-
restoration projects, as defined in section
669a of this title, upon such terms and con-
ditions as he shall deem fair, just, ani
eguitable, and is authorized to apportion to
sald [Territories] Territory of Alaska, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands, out of money
available for apportionment under sections
€69-669] of this title, such sums as he shall
determine, not exceeding $75,000 for Alaska,
[not exceeding $25,000 for Hawali,] and not
exceeding $10,000 each for Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands, in any one year, which
apportionments, when made, shall be de-
ducted before making the apportionments to
the States provided for by said sections; but
the Secretary shall in no event require any
of sald cooperating agencies to pay an
amount which will exceed 25 per centum of
the cost of any project. Any unexpended
or unobligated balance of any apportionment
made pursuant to this section shall be avail-
able for expenditure in the [Territories]
Territory of Alaska, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin
Islands, as the case may be, in the succeeding
year, on any approved project, and if unex-
pended or unocbligated at the end of such
year is authorized to be made available for
expenditure by the Secretary of the Interior
in carrying out the provisions of the Mi-
gratory-Bird Conservation Act.

“FEDERAL AID IN FISH RESTORATION ACT OF
AUGUST 9, 1950 (64 STAT. 431; 16 U. 5. C., 1952
ED., SEC. T77A)

“Segc. 2. * * * the term “State fish and
game department” shall be construed to
mean and include any department or divi-
sion of department of another name, or com=
mission, or official or officials, of a State em-
powered under its laws to exercise the func-
tions ordinarily exercised by a State fish and
game department L1, and the term "State”
shall be construed to mean and include the
several States and the Territory of Hawaii.

“Sec. 12. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to cooperate with the Alaska
Game Commission, [the Division of Game
and Fish of the Board of Commissioners of
Agriculture and Forestry of Hawali,] the
Commissioner of Agriculture and Commerce
of Puerto Rico, and the Governor of the
Virgin Islands, in the conduct of fish restora-
tion and management projects, as defined in
section 2 of this act, upon such terms and
conditions as he shall deem fair, just, and
equitable, and is authorized to apportion to
said [Territorles] Territory of Alaska, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands, out of money
avallable for apportionment under this act,
such sums as he shall determine, not exceed-
ing 875,000 for Alaska, [not exceeding $25,000
Tor Hawall,] and not exceeding £10,000 each
for Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, in
any one year, which apportionments, when
made, shall be deducted before making the
apportionments to the States provided for
by this act; but the Secretary shall in no
event require any of sald cooperating agen-
cles to pay an amount which will exceed 25
percent of the cost of any project. Any un-
expended or unobligated balance of any ap-
portionment made, pursuant to this section
shall be available for expenditure in the [Ter-
ritories] Territory of Alaskae, Puerto Rico, or
the Virgin Islands, as the case may be, in the
succeeding year, on any approved project,
and if unexpended or unobligated at the end
of the year is authorized to be made avail-
able for expenditure by the Secretary of the
Interior in carrying on the research program
of the Fish and Wildlife Service in respect
to fish of material value for sport recreation.”

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, all
the bill does is to modify the provisions
of the Federal Aid To Wildlife Restora-
tion Act so as to have it apply to Hawaii.
The act does not now apply to Hawaii.
The bill was passed by the House, and
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was reported unanimously by the Senate
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to amendment. If there be
no amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the third reading of the bill.

The bill (H. R. 5790) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

CONSTRUCTION OF PROTOTYPE
CARGO SHIP AND CONVERSION OF
LIBERTY SHIP

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 2280,
S. 3821. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The Curer CLERK. A hill (S. 3821) to
authorize the construction of 2 prototype
ships, and the conversion of 1 Liberty
ship, by the Maritime Administration
Department of Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce with amendments, on page 1, line
6, after the word “test”, to strike out
“two prototype merchant ships, one of
the ‘Freedom’ class and one” and in-
sert “one prototype merchant ship”, so
as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etec., That there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Maritime Administra-
tion, such sums as may be necessary, to re-
main available until expended, to construct,
outfit, and test one prototype merchant ship
of the “Clipper” class, as designed by the
Maritime Administration, Department of
Commerce, and to convert, outfit, and test
one reserve fleet Libarty shlp. Such con-
struction and conversion outfitting and
testing shall be subject to the provisions of
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, this
bill, which again received unanimous ap-
proval of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee, is an authoriza-
tion measure. It allows the construc-
tion of one prototype ship of a new type,
and also the conversion of our present
mothball fleet of Liberty ships. The
Maritime Administration has some
plans with respect to this matter. The
Administration would construct the
ships or do the experimental work in
conjunction with shipyards and private
operators. That would result, we hope,
in a new type of ship, which the admin-
istration wants to have called the Free-
dom class—vessels of 8,770 deadweight
tons. We hope it will be the type of
ship which can replace the Liberty ships,
which are now reaching obsolescence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be pro-
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posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 3821) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“A bill to authorize the construction of
one prototype ship and the conversion of
one Liberty ship, by the Maritime Ad-
ministration, Department of . Com-
merce.”

Mr. BUTLER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have a statement I have prepared on
Senate bill 3821 printed at the conclu-
sion of the passage of that bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

BTATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER

This bill would authorize the Maritime Ad-
ministration to construct and operate a pro-
totype merchant ship of the clipper class and
to convert another Liberty ship of the reserve
fleet to a more modern type of propulsion
machinery. I think both projects are en-
tirely worthy of all the support that can
be given them. We have more than 1,000
Liberty ships on hand which are too slow to
be economical and which are really suitable
for use only in an extreme emergency. If
we can step up the speed by one of the new
types of powerplants, it will make them in-
tensely more valuable both to our peace-
tinre and wartime economy; and In my opin-
ion, be one of the best returns for our money
than can be recelved.

With regard to the prototype clipper ship,
I think the Maritime Administration is to be
congratulated on its farsightedness in de-
signing this ship, which not only can be of
great assistance to the American merchant
marine but also will afford, ready at hand,
an austerity type of ship for mass construc-
tion, in which our naval authorities already
have expressed the deepest interest.

CONSTRUCTION OF NUCLEAR-POW-
ERED PROTOTYPE MERCHANT
SHIPS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 2279,
S. 2523; and I call my motion to the
attention of the Senator from New Mex-
ico [Mr. AnxpErsoN] and the Senator
from Towa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2523) to
amend section 212 of the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, to authorize the con-
struction of a nuclear-powered proto-
type merchant ship for operation in for-
eign commerce of the United States, to
authorize research and experimental
work with vessels, port facilities, plan-
ning, and operating and cargo handling
on ships and at ports, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas to proceed to the
consideration of the bill.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had gone through the following
committee procedure:

On July 23, 1955, the bill had been re-
ported without amendment from the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
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Commerce; on July 30, 1955, it had been
reported from the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, with an amendment, to
strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

That (a) in order to demonstrate to the
peoples of the world the great peaceful use
and potential of atomic energy and the hu-
manitarian and industrial applications of
such energy, the Atomic Energy Commission
is authorized to construct an atomic energy
propulsion facility, consisting of one or more
reactors and auxiliary equipment, and to in-
stall such facility and equipment in a mer-
chant vessel to be converted or constructed,
and operated by the Secretary of Commerce
for accomplishing the purposes of this act.

(b) On completion of such vessel, the
Secretary of Commerce shall make suitable
arrangements for such licenses as are re-
quired by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and, in consultation with the
Atomie Energy Commission, for the display
on such vessel, insofar as practicable, of the
peaceful uses of atomic energy and for the
training of qualified personnel. The Secre-
tary of Commerce shall make such regula-
tions and prescribe such fees as he deems
necessary for the display of goods and wares
of United States manufacture or origin.
Such vessel may be equipped and utilized to
generate electricity from atomic energy and,
under such terms, rates, or conditions as the
Becretary of Commerce may prescribe, may
be utilized (1) to supply for demonstration
or emergency purposes such electrical energy
to the electric utility system of any port in
which such vessel is a visitor, and (2) to
transport cargo.

(c) No charge shall be made to any person
visiting such vessel in the normal course of
viewing the vessel or its exhibits while the
vessel is operated by the Government.

(d) The itinerary of such vessel shall be
determined by the Secretary of Commerce on
direction of the President and, to the maxi-
mum extent consistent with the common de-
fense and security and the health and safety
of the public, the vessel and its contents shall
be made freely accessible to public view.

(e) The name of such vessel shall be the
U. 8. S. Atomic Enterprise.

Sec. 2. For the purpose of developing the
economic wuses of nuclear transportation
power in peaceful pursuits of domestic and
foreign commerce, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, with the assistance of the Maritime
Administration, is authorized to develop and
construct an atomic energy propulsion facil-
ity and auxiliary equipment for adaptation to
a surface vessel of such characteristics and
design as will make it usable in the American
merchant marine fleet. The Maritime Ad-
ministration, with the assistance of the
Atomic Energy Commission, 1s authorized to
construct such vessel. Upon completion of
such vessel, the Secretary of Commerce is
authorized to arrange for its operation or
charter in such manner as circumstances and
the public interest then warrant.

Sec. 3. Except as otherwise determined by
the Atomic Energy Commission, the develop-
ment, construction and installation of the
reactor propulsion facilities and auxiliary fa-
cilities herein authorized shall be so con-
ducted as not to impair substantially the
prosecution of other atomic energy research
and development or construction projects of
the Atomic Energy Commission.

Sec. 4. The Atomic Energy Commission and
the Department of Commerce, Maritime Ad-
ministration, are authorized to utilize such
funds as may be presently available to them
to accomplish the purposes of this act, and
there are hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this act.

And to amend the title, so as to read: “A
bill to authorize appropriations for the de-
velopment, construction, and operation of
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two atomie energy propulsion facilities, and
for other purposes.”

On May 10, 1956, it was rereferred to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce; and on June 18, 1956, was
reported from the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, with the
following additional amendment:

To strike out all of the amendment of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and in-
sert, in lieu thereof, the following:

“That section 212 (c¢) of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, as amended (46 U. 8. C,,
sec. 1122), is amended by inserting at the
end of subsection (¢) two new paragraphs to
read as follows:

“*That there is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Department of Com-
merce, Maritime Administration, such sums
as may be necessary, to remain available
until expended, for the construction, out-
fitting, and preparation for operation, in-
cluding training of qualified personnel, of &
nuclear-powered prototype merchant ship
capable of providing shipping services on
routes essential for maintaining the flow of
the forelgn commerce of the United States.
The Maritime Administration in carrying
on activities and functions under this para-
graph, may collaborate with and employ
persons, firms, and corporations on a con-
tract or fee basis for the performance of
special services deemed necessary by the
Administration in carrying on such activities
and functions, and may, for the same pur-
poses, with the approval of the Secretary of
Commerce and where appropriate the Atomie
Energy Commission, avail itself of the use
of licenses, information, services, facilities,
offices, and employees of any executive de-
partment, independent establishment, or
other agency of the Government, including
any fleld service thereof;

“‘In collaboration with public and pri-
vate interests concerned, and in the interest
of improved efficiency and economy in the
transfer of cargo and passengers between
vessels and shore transportation facilities in
ports, to conduct research and experiments,
to develop plans and designs, procedures,

‘and equipment for the improvement of

wharves, docks, piers, warehouses, and other
port facilities used in the movement and
handling of cargo, passengers, and other
commerce in ports in connection with water
transportation;’.”

And to amend the title, so as to read: “A
bill to amend section 212 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, to authorize the construc-
tion of a nuclear-powered prototype mer=
chant ship for operation in foreign com-
merce of the United States, to authorize re-
search and experimental work with vessels,
port facilities, planning, and operating and
cargo handling on ships and at ports, and
for other purposes.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
reported by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Washington yield at
this point?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. The effect of the
recommendation which has just been
read is to strike out all except the orig-
inal provisions of the bill which the
Senator from Washington introduced,
and which the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr, CLeMENTS] and I joined in sponsor-
ing. Is that correct?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
a parliamentary inquiry.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa will state it.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It may be
that some amendments to the language
reported by the committee will be pro-
posed. If the committee amendment is
adopted, will amendments to it then be
in order: or must such amendments be
submitted and acted on prior to adoption
of the commitiee amendment?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
hope the procedure followed will not pro-

 hibit the offering of amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ments to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute, reported by the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, are in order
before a vote is taken on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I do not believe any amendment has
been reported by the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee has reported an amendment
in the nature of a complete substitute.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a
similar bill, House bill 6243, is before the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. I shall ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce be discharged
from the further consideration of House
bill 6243; that that bill be considered by
the Senate; that all after the enacting
clause of House bill 6243 be stricken out,
and that there be inserted in lieu thereof,
the text of Senate bill 2523. In other
words, by that means we shall agree to
the text of Senate bill 2523.

The Senate bill authorizes the De-
partment of Commerce and the Maritime
Administration to proceed with the con-
struction of a nuclear-powered merchant
ship. The bill relating to the so-called
peace ship is still before the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy. That is the
situation.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, All I am try=-
ing to ascertain is the language to which
we are addressing ourselves at this
moment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The language of
the Senate bill. :

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I understand
the provisions of the bill. But three
separate reports have been made on
Senate bill 2523, and we are confronted
with three separate texts. I wish to
know which one is before the Senate at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will attempt to state the parlia-
mentary situation:

The bill was reported by the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
without amendment. The bill was then
referred to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. The Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy then reported an
amendment in the nature of a complete
substitute for the bill,

The bill was then referred back to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and that committee reported
a complete substitute for the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute which
had been reported by the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy—which had the
effect of restoring the original language
of the bill.
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The parliamentary situation is that
the first vote will occur on the amend=-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
reported by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

If that motion be rejected, the vote
will then occur on the amendment re-
ported by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on
page 5 of the bill the Senator from Iowa
will see in italics the language reported
by the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico will state it.

Mr. ANDERSON. I thinkI know what
the Senator from Iowa is trying to do,
and I think he is completely correct.
He wishes to be sure that if the Senate
adopts the language of the original bill
as a committee substitute, he will not
be barred from offering amendments to
it. If that is not the procedure, I
should like to ask unanimous consent
that we consider the bill as originally
reported to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Let the
Chair state that if any amendments are
to be submitted to the amendment re-
ported by the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, they must be submitted and
acted on before adoption of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as re-
ported by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

Mr. ANDERSON. But I call the atten-
tion of the Senate to the fact that noth-
ing reported by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy is before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An
amendment in the nature of a complete
substitute has been reported by the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr, ANDERSON. It has been reported
by the committee headed by the Senator
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
has been reported twice by the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
intervening period the bill was reported
once by the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy. In each case an amendment in
the nature of a complete substitute was
reported. The Chair has before him the
report by the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

The parliamentary situation is that
the first vote will be taken on the ques-
tion of agreeing to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute, reported by the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, for
the bill as originally reported by the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am willing to ac-
cept the ruling of the Chair. But the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy does
not have any bill before the Senate. The
Joint Committee joined in an effort to
send the bill back to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

All T am frying to do is to request
unanimous consent that the language
now in the bill, namely, from line 20, on
page 5, through to the end of page 7,
shall be regarded as original text, and be
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open to any amendment which may be
offered by any Senator.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Would it not clear
up the legislative situation—if the sug-
gestion may be made in keeping with
the desires of the Senator from New
Mexico, the Senator from Washington,
and the Senator from Iowa—to have
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as reported by the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, laid on the
table. That would leave us with the bill
reported the second time by the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. At that point, we could enter
into a unanimous-consent agreement to
consider that language as the original
text of the bill; and then the Senator
from Iowa eould offer any amendments
he might wish to offer.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is thete
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I may say to the distinguished
chairman of the committee that in con-
nection with any amendments I may
wish to discuss, I have only one thought,
namely, I am not opposed to the general
principle of the bill as finally reported
by the committee, except I have a very
deep feeling that the nuclear elements
in the ship should be constructed and
built under the supervision of the Atomic
Energy Commission, which is equipped
to perform that function. I wish to
speak to those matters at the proper
time.

I do not think the Atomic Energy
Commission has anything to do with
building a ship; that is not its business.
The Maritime Administration is the
shipbuilding organization. My sole in-
terest is to see whether we can provide
that only the nuclear elements—such
as the nuclear powerplant—which are
specialized, and are strictly dependent
upon atomic energy, shall be handled
under the responsibility of the Atomic
Energy Commission, which shall either
build or shall supervise the construction
of that particular phase of the opera-
tion. That is my sole interest in this
matter. I am not opposing the Senator’s
bill or its principle.

Mr. MAGNUSON. T wish to say to
the Senator from Iowa that the testi-
mony before the committee, as received
from both the Maritime Administration
and the Atomic Energy Commission, was
to the effect that the nuclear elements
of the nuclear-propelled ship would be
supervised by the Atomic Energy Com-
mission.

In drafting the bill we were very care-
ful to protect the rights of the Atomic
Energy Commission to license or give
out information, or in granting the
Maritime Administration access to its
files. The bill gives the Commission
complete control and supervision in such
matters. All the testimony on behalf
of the Secretary of Commerce, and also
the testimony by Admiral Strauss, him-
self, was that preliminary negotiations
have already taken place between the
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Maritime Administration, the Secretary
of Commerce, and the Atomic Energy
Commission, and they have perfected
a plan whereby they will work together.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That still does
not reach what I believe to be funda-
mental in connection with this matter.
There is a tendency on the part of every
department of government to try to get
into the atomic field. We can, if we per=-
mit it, dilute the technicians and experts
in that field to such an extent as to be
of disservice to the development of
atomic energy.

The Atomic Energy Commission has
the setup, the equipment, the proper or-
ganization, the know-how, and the ex-
perience; and I hope we shall be realistic
about this matter.

So far as I am concerned, I think the
Maritime Administration should build
the ship and should draw up its design.
But the responsibility for the nuclear
powerplant should be vested in the
Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iam not so familiar
with the matter as is the Senator from
Iowa. But my understanding is that the
Maritime Administration could not pos-
sibly build the powerplant; that would
have to be done under the supervision of
the Atomic Energy Commission; and
then, under license from the Atomic
Energy Commission, it could be turned
over to the Maritime Administration, to
be installed in the hull of the ship.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. BRICKER. I think the Senator is
entirely correct about that. However, in
view of the form in which the bill is
drafted, I think that 1 or 2 amendments
are necessary in order to correct the au-
thorization set forth in the bill. There-
fore, I believe that the bill should be
corrected by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy in such fashion as may
be needed in order to conform to the
desires of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion regarding this matter. I think it
essential that the powerplant be con-
structed by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion. Thereafter, the licensing authority
provided in the bill will take care of the
operation of installing the powerplant in
the hull of the ship.

In my judgment, the authorization
contained in the bill should be drawn in
such a way as to make a division between
the authorization for construction of the
ship and the authorization for construc-
tion of its powerplant.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have no objec-
tion to having that done. The only rea-
son the bill is before the Senate in its
present form is that the Atomic Energy
Commission, through its Chairman, Ad-
miral Strauss, and other members of the
Commission, approved this language, and
said the Atomic Energy Commission
would do the preliminary work under the
liaison which now exists between the
Department of Commerce and the
Atomic Energy Commission; and the
Commission unanimously approved the
bill, SoI have no objection to an amend-
ment of the character suggested.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr, President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.
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Mr. BRICKER. All that is necessary
is a technical amendment to authorize
the Atomic Energy Commission to take
its proper share of the appropriation, in
order to do what we intend it shall do.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator
submit his amendment?

Mr. BRICKER. I think the Senator
from New Mexico or the Senator from
JIowa has such an amendment.

Mr., HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have some
language which I think will take care
of the situation, but I should like to sub-
mit it to the Senator from Washington
so that there may be agreement. I do
not want the Atomic Energy Commission
to get into shipbuilding, any more than
I want the State Department to start
building battleships.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the
Senator. However, this language was

-approved by the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I arrived too
late to join with the chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce in connection with Senate bill
2429 and Senate bill 3821, as well as the
bill under discussion. These are bills
upon which the Appropriations Commit-
tee and the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce have been working
for the past 2 or 3 years. I am glad to
see that action is being taken upon them.
I hope the Senator from Washington
and other Senators can reach a proper
agreement with respect to the atomic
energy ship. That is a very important
prototype ship.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am only trying fo
clear up the legislative history, so that
perhaps we shall not have to worry quite
so much about the amendments.

1 invite the attention of the chairman
of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce to the fact that in the
accompanying report the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce rec-
ommends that the United States give No.
1 priority to the construction of a ship
using the Nautilus-type reactor and hav-
ing the characteristics outlined by Under
Secretary of Commerce Rothschild,
namely, that it be a vessel of 16,000 tons
displacement, with a speed of 18 knots,
and so forth.

The Nautilus-type reactor is not a com-
mercially attractive type of reactor. If
priority is to be given to that type, a
vessel will be built which will have no
real practical application in developing
nuclear-powered merchant ships.

In that connection, I invite attention
to the fact that in November the Mari-
time Administration invited proposals
for the design, manufacture, installation,
and test of a 20,000 shaft horsepower
nuclear reactor and associated ma-
chinery for a 36,000-ton deadweight
merchant tanker, for operation by June
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30, 1959. It has since been explained
that the estimated construction time for
this type, after the date of the contract,
would be between 36 and 40 months.
Therefore the actual date would be some-
where near June 30, 1959. Invitations
to bid on the project were sent to 25
companies. Last March the Maritime
Administration announced that it had
received fixed price bids from four firms
for this project, namely, Babcock &
Wilcox Co., Foster-Wheeler Corp., Gen-
eral Electric Co., and Ingalls Shipbuild-
ing Co.

If it is to be a tanker rather than a
dry cargo ship, the tonnage is 36,000,
rather than 16,000 tons, and the esti-
mated date of completion is about a year
later than in the case of the demonstra-
tion plant.

I say we cannot do the two things
simultaneously without additional au-
thority. The language of the bill seems
completely to override what the Mari-
time Administration has done, and to set
aside the bids it has received. It is pro-
posed to say, “We will not go ahead with
what has been more or less agreed upon,
and upon which the Maritime Admin-
istration is progressing.”

I hope there may be some legislative
declaration on the floor that the Mari-
time Administration is to proceed with
the ship which is now under construc-
tion, of 36,000 dry tons, and an addi-
tional ship, if that is our desire. I think
there should be some clarification at that
point before we go further.

I shall be glad to deal with other ques-
tions if the chairman so desires. I in-
vite attention to the following language
in the report:

The question therefore presents itself—
should this be the exhibition-type proposed
by the President, on a dry cargo vessel or an
oil tanker?

We would choose one of the latter two
types because, first, the psychological effect
on the people of the world would be as
pronounced as it would be in the case of the
exhibition ship, which relatively few people
of other countries would ever see,

When reference is made to one of these
types, is it to the first ship, or to a dry
cargo vessel? From reading the report
I cannot find out what is contemplated.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Maritime Ad-
ministration representatives testified
that they desired to proceed with a mer-
chant-type ship, and that they had also
had some negotiations or discussions re-
garding a tanker-type ship. All parties
concerned, including the Director of the
Budget, Admiral Strauss, Chairman of
the Atomic Energy Commission, and the
reactor expert, Dr. Davis, agreed that
they wanted this authorization to pro-
ceed with a merchant-type ship.

Mr. ANDERSON. And not the tanker?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Not the tanker.

Mr. ANDERSON. A merchant-type
ship would not necessarily have a Nauti-
lus-type reactor. A completely different
design has been asked for. The report
states that is should be a Nautilus-type
reactor.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is a year's
difference in the construction time.

Mr. ANDERSON. Perhaps there is a
year’s difference, but I think probably it
would be more accurate to say that the
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difference is 3 or 4 months. If the Nau-
tilus-type reactor is desired, then it will
not be a merchant-type ship which is
contemplated. The chairman of the
committee has just stated that it was a
merchant-type ship that was wanted.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not so well
informed as is the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Mexico, who is chairman
of the very important Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy. However, the testi-
mony of the Maritime Administration,
the Secretary of Commerce, and the
Atomic Energy Commission itself was to
the effect that whatever the type of re-
actor to be used, this authorization
would allow them to continue the talks
and planning which had been proceed-
ing for the past few months.

Mr. ANDERSON. I should appreciate
the attention of the Senator from Ohio
and the Senator from Iowa. Isitthe un-
derstanding of the chairman of the com-

-mittee that if this bill is passed the
-Atomic Energy Commission will be fully

empowered to select the type of power-
plant to put into this vessel, the type
which it thinks would be most desirable
under all the circumstances?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Not only should
the Commission have such authority, but
I think it would be very unwise to pro-
ceed with any type of merchant ship un-
less the Commission had such authority,
because the Commission would know
what type of reactor to use.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. BRICKER. That was the inten-
tion of the committee, and there was no
dissent from that point of view. That is
the reason why I think the amendments
which the Senator from Iowa mentioned
a moment ago, and which I fully support,
should be made. The authorization
should be contained in this bill. To that
end, I have submitted to the chairman
of the committee certain amendments
which I think would carry out the intent.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator from New Mexico will al-
low me, I think I can clear up this ques-
tion.

The suggested amendments are:

On page 6, line 4, after the words
“Maritime Administration”, to insert
“and the Atomic Energy Commission.”

On page 6, line 10, after the words “the
Maritime Administration”, to insert
“and the Atomic Energy Commission.”

On page 6, line 14, after the word “by”,
to strike out “the Administration” and
insert “such agencies.”

On page 6, line 15, after the word
“functions”, to insert a period, strike out
the word “and” and insert “The Admin-
istration.”

In line 25, after the word *“poris”, to
insert “the Maritime Administration is
authorized.”

Mr. BRICKER. Those amendments
would clear up the situation, except that
I think the title should be amended to
show that this is not an amendment of
the Merchant Marine Act, but in the na-
ture of an original bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask unanimous
consent that the title be so amended.
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Mr, BRICKER. In the last paragraph,
provision should be made for an amend-
ment to the title.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
title will be amended after the passage of
the bill.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
point out to the chairman of the com~
mittee that this matter caused much dis-
cussion in the joint committee. The
question is, Who is responsible for try-
ing to design a ship? The decision is
that the Maritime Administration shall
have responsibility for designing the
ship. I quite agree with the Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from
Ohio that the Maritime Administration
should perform that function. The
Atomic Energy Commission ought to
deal with the powerplant. But the
difficulty heretofore has been that the
Maritime Commission wanted to build
a merchant-type ship, and the Atomic
Energy Commission did not approve pro-
ceeding with the construction of a sec-
ond nuclear-propelled ship.

I suggest that if the language of the
bill remains as it is, there might be a
question as to who would build the
ship—who would force it down the other
fellow’s throat. The two proposals are
diametrically opposed.

Mr. BRICKER. The bill determines
that fact. The bill provides for the
building of a merchant ship.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. BRICKER. The bill provides that
the Atomic Energy Commission shall fit
into the ship a powerplant. It will have
to be a powerplant which will fit within
the dimensions of the ship. The two
functions are separated. The Maritime
Administration has no business building
an atomic reactor, and the Atomic En-
ergy Commission has no business build-
ing a ship. The determination of the
type of ship to be built is already made
in the bill itself. That question is solved.
There is no difference of opinion as to
what kind of ship shall be built.

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe this dis-
cussion is very useful. The Senator from
Ohio and I are not apart in this matter.
It so happens that after a year and a half
of steady pleading with the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, the only proposal the
Commission has to make is for the build-
ing of a floating playhouse.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is not pro-
vided in the bill.

Mr. ANDERSON.
vided in the bill—

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is out, so far
as the bill is concerned.

Mr. ANDERSON. Itmay be out so far
as the bill is concerned, but it is not out
of the minds of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. I have pleaded with the Atomic
Energy Commission to submit a recom-
mendation which is something other
than a recommendation for the building
of a floating playhouse. They have de-
clinad to do so. It must be that the
playhouse idea is still in their minds. I
should like to have the Commission
make a proposal which will not be for a
vessel which will end up as a playhouse.
I believe it would be a mistake to leave
this possibility open. The Maritime
Commission should have responsibility

It may not be pro-
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for designing the ship, and the Atomie
Energy Commission the responsibility for
the design and the construction of the
reactor. If that were clearly provided,
I would have no objection.

Mr. BRICKER. That is exactly what
this bill would do.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is what I
thought the bill would do.

Mr. BRICKER. The bill provides:

That there is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Department of Commerce,
Maritime Administration, and the Atomic
Energy Commission, such sums as may be
necessary, to remain available until ex-
pended, for the construction, outfitting, and
preparation for operation, including training
of qualified personnel, of a nuclear-powered
prototype merchant ship capable of provid-
ing shipping services on routes essential for
maintaining the flow of the foreign com-
merce of the United States. The Maritime
Administration, and the Atomic Energy
Commission, in carrying on activities and
functions under this paragraph, may collab-
orate with and employ persons, firms, and
corporations—

And so forth. Therefore, I say the
type of ship is determined by the bill.
It is to be a merchant ship. Itis tobea
“nuclear-powered prototype merchant
ship capable of providing shipping serv-
ices on routes essential to maintaining
the flow of the foreign commerce of the
United States.”

The reactor, of course, would depend
on the proportions of the ship.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Admiral Strauss
testified that he wanted to proceed with
it, and that it was a worthwhile under-
taking.

Mr. BRICKER. The controversy over
the showboat is not before us. It con-
stitutes no objection to the pending bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It was not dis-
cussed at all.

Mr. BRICKER. No.

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe the state-
ment made by the Senator from Ohio
and the statement made by the Senator
from Washington are extremely helpful
in setting forth clearly the legislative in-
tent. I agree with the statements as to
the legislative intent. If the amend-
ment is so drawn as to clearly carry out
that legislative intent, I have no objec-
tion. On the contrary, I believe we will
be making real progress.

I agree with what the Senator from
Ohio has stated as to what the purpose
is to be. Because of his position on the
committee and because of the position of
the able chairman of the committee, I
believe what has been said here estab-
lishes sufficient legislative history for me.
If the amendments do not go beyond
that, I have no objection.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to
have printed in the Recorp at this point
the testimony of the chairman of the
Atomic Energy Committee when he ap-
peared before the committee on behalf
of the bill.

There being no objection, the testi=
mony was ordered to be printed in the
REecorD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS, CHAIRMAN,
Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION

Mr. StrAUSS, We appreciate the opportu-
nity to testify before your committee today
to prasent the Atomic Energy Commission's
position concerning the application and de-
velopment of nuclear power for .the propul=
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sion of merchant vessels. I would first like
to express the Commission’s views on what
we concelve to be an appropriate merchant-
ship program after which I will discuss the
particular bills before your committee in the
light of our views as to the appropriate pro-
gram.

We feel that it is highly desirable to pro=
ceed as rapidly as possible to construct a ves-
sel to demonstrate peaceful nuclear surface
propulsion. Such a vessel will afford the
United States the opportunity to demon-
strate convincingly and appealingly the prac-
tical application of atomic power to propel a
surface ship and make clear our intention to
pursue with vigor the peaceful applications
of atomic energy to nuclear surface propul-
sion.

The President in a letter to Representative
JaMES T. PATTERSON, of Connecticut, last
July stated the desirability of such a vessel,
if you will permit me, I would like to quote
from that letter:

“The world, by and large, now looks at
atomic science as a destructive force, and of
primary importance only to two great world
centers—Washington and Moscow. We for
our part simply must demonstrate convinec-
ingly to the world, in as many ways as we
can, and to as many people as we can, that
we are utilizing atomic science to improve
the lot of man. Our pursuits in this field
are in fact paving the way to the betterment
of human welfare everywhere.

“The atoms-for-peace ship would drama-
tize these efforts all over the world. It
would help generate a moral force to turn
atomic energy more and more into peaceful
uses and away from destructive channels. I
conceive of it as an important step in our
progress toward peace.”

In his 1957 budget message the President
reiterated his interest in a ship to demon-
strate peaceful nuclear surface propulsion,
stating that “work on this ship should go
forward as rapidly as possible.”

As you may know, other countries are be-
lieved to have undertaken programs to adapt
nuclear energy to the propulsion of surface
ships.

The CHARMAN. I might just interrupt
right there. I have that clipping. And, I
also have a clipping which I brought from
home from the Seattle Times of February—
in February in which the Russians an-
nounced an atomic icebreaker.

Mr. STRAUSS. I do refer to that later. This
statement was prepared after we had that
information but before the other——

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All right.

Mr. STRAUSS. While these programs, to our
knowledge, may not have yet progressed to
the construction phase, the intention of a
number of countries is clear and certainly
in the not too distant future such countries
will employ this energy source to propel their
surface vessels, Of some significance are an-
nouncements from the Soviet Union of its
plans for the construction of an icebreaker
which will employ a nuclear propulsion
plant.

The Atomic Energy Commission and the
Maritime Administration are in a position
to proceed immediately with the construc-
tion of a ship to demonstrate peaceful
nuclear surface propulsion. The urgency
of earliest possible completion of such a
ship requires the utilization of a proven
reactor system presently capable of rapid
assembly. In light of this, we feel that the
optimum solution is a powerplant based on
the reactor system similar to that installed
in the Nautilus. The estimated completion
of this project is 27 to 30 months from the
time Congressional authorization is received.
If action is taken during the present session
of Congress, the United States could launch
a nuclear powered vessel early in 1959. We
believe we can obtain from industry fixed
price proposals for the major portion of the
reactor work. .
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And, since that sentence was dictated, we
have, as & matter of fact, assurances, and
we will later produce it, if you require it.

General agreement has been reached be-
tween the Atomic Enregy Commission and
the Maritime Administration with respect
to the areas of responsibility to be assumed
by each agency. The Commission would as-
sume responsibility for and direct the devel-
opment, design, and construction of the nu-
clear power source. The Maritime Adminis-
tration would be responsible for converting
or constructing and operating the surface
vessel. This would be the same type of ar-
rangement that the Commission has worked
out with the Department of Defense in re-
gard to certain propulsion units of joint
interest. Such an arrangement avoids dupli-
cation of facilities and competition for the
already scarce technical personnel between
agencies of the Federal Government.

Looking beyond the ship proposed by the
President, the Commission is firmly con-
vinced that further effort should be made
toward developing competitive commercial
propulsion. While the ship we have been
discussing will not provide competitive pro-
pulsion, it will add measurably to our know-
how and skills and thus create a base from
which to undertake construction of ships of
more advanced design. Further, it will pro-
vide opportunity for training and equipping
a greater segment of our industry for the
future, thereby hastening our progress on
advanced vessels. The Commission believes
that the initiation of construction of a sec-
ond nuclear-powered merchant ship should
be predicated upon the ability to take a sig-
nificant technological step and should not
prejudice the prompt building of the ship
that we need to complete at the earliest
possible date,. We would envisage a period
of study during which time full advantage
would be taken of all available research and
development. These studies would be fol-
lowed by a period of development of the
most promising approaches and aimed at the
availability of a significantly improved pro-
pulsion system both from a technical and
economic standpoint at an early date.

At the present time the AEC and Maritime
Administration are undertaking the joint
support of feasibility and design studies for
this purpose. We are prepared to continue
to work closely together to provide to the
merchant marine the most advanced nu-
clear propulsion system our technology can
produce for this application.

In light of the Commission’s position that
I have just attempted to set forth, I would
like to comment on two of the bills being
considered by your committee. The Com-
mission is in favor of S. 2523 as reported
out by the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy and referred to your committee several
weeks ago. This bill, we believe, fulfills the
Nation's need at this time to progress with
the application and development of atomic
energy for the propulsion of surface vessels.
This bill properly spells out the responsi-
bilities of the AEC and Maritime Adminis-
tration for the two projects to be authorized.

We understand that 8. 2523, as originally
introduced, and H. R. 6243, were not intended
to apply to the project requested by the
President for the expeditious construction of
a nuclear-powered merchant ship in order to
demonstrate peaceful nuclear surface propul-
silon. We agree with what appears to be the
basic objectives of these bills—accelerating
the development of practical and economical
power for merchant ships.

We believe, however, that a significantly
improved reactor system will evolve most
quickly as a result of a carefully planned
well-integrated development program ex-
tending over a period of several years. The
demonstration ship, on the other hand, is
essentially an adaptation of proven tech-
nology with primary emphasis upon immedi=
ate construction. In our minds, therefore,
the two programs do not compete nor in
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fact should one adversely affect or impede
the other. If you do not authorize us to
proceed with the demonstration wvessel, the
United States may have to concede to some
other nation the first achievement of peace-
ful nuclear power for merchant ships.

H. R. 6243 would appear to place respon-
sibility for development of a nuclear propul-
sion unit in the Maritime Administration.
The Commission feels that development work
on this nuclear propulsion unit should be
performed under the supervision of the AEC
to minimize competition with and assure
proper coordination with other nuclear re-
search and development being performed by
the Commission, and in particular other
nuclear propulsion development. For this
reason, the Commission feels that the de-
lineation of responsibilities in 8. 2523, as
reported out by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy is preferable to that contained
in H. R. 6243,

We assume that the provision in H. R. 6243
which would authorize the Maritime Admin-
istration to “avail itself of the use of licenses,
information, services, facilities, offices, and
employees” of any other Federal agency is
not intended to affect the licensing authority
of the Commission, or its discretion in pro-
viding assistance requested by the Maritime
Administration in the light of the overall
requirements of the Commission’s programs.
If our assumption is incorrect, we believe
that the provision should be amended to
make it entirely clear that the Commission's
authority in these respects is unaffected by
the provision.

We have been advised by the Bureau of the
Budget that S. 2523, as reported out by the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, is in
accord with the program of the President.

Mr. Strauss. That, Mr. Chairman, is the
end of the prepared statement,

We would like to attempt to answer any
questions that may arise in your mind.

The CHAIRMAN, Well, No. 1: I am sure that
I speak for at least myself as author of the
bill, that there was no intent to affect the
licensing authority of the Commission. If
we need further language in the bill to spell
that out much more clearly, why, we will be
glad to accept it and put it in,

Now, Admiral, of course, there is before us
only the bill, the House and the Senate bill,
which merely in itself authorizes the con-
struction of a nuclear powered prototype
merchant ship for operation in foreign com-
merce,

The matter of how the ship would be used
or the two ships in this particular case, would
be a matter of policy that Congress would
have to determine itself. I guess you would
agree with me that if we do authorize this,
that then the ship, or the two ships, could
be used in any way that it was determined.

And I presume you further agree with the
committee that regardless of this controversy
over whether we should have a so-called peace
ship of that term, or as spelled out in 8. 2523,
that we ought to go ahead regardless, and
then determine what we are going to do.

Mr. STrRaUss. I most emphatically agree
with that, Mr. Chairman.

It seems to me that since the first ship,
the most expeditious job cannot be com-
pleted from 27 to 30 months, which is over 2
years in any case, that to attempt to spell
out now the precise method in which it is
going to be used would be premature. And
the main purpose that I have in coming be-
fore you is to get a nuclear propelled surface
ship of merchant type built as quickly as
possible, and before anybody else can do it.

That is the thing in a nutshell.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee has had
several discusslons, as well as the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, and I think the
only difference of opinion arises as to which
one we should go ahead with first.

I think that the majority of opinion was
that we should go ahead with the merchant
ship, the commercial merchant ship, first.
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But I think we must agree regardless of that
controversey that we have got to go ahead
anyway with the beginning ship.

Mr. STravuss. I was hoping you would agree.

The CHAIRMAN, Yes. And that can be
evolved as we proceed. Because I would think
that the beginning, regardless of how the
ship would be used for joint or the two pur-
poses, the basic thing has to be constructed,
regardless of that.

Mr. STrauss, That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, through their chairman,
also have this statement in their summary.
And I might ask your comment on this. And
I quote from Senator ANDERSON's statement
to the committee here:

“It would appear on the basis of technical
information furnished us to date that our
first step should be to design and construct
a nuclear-powered ofl tanker.”

They specify the type of merchant ship
in this particular case. Has the Commission
any comments to make on that?

Mr. StrauUss. I would say this, Mr. Chair-
man: that any complication in this construc-
tion beyond that which has been recom-
mended by the Maritime Administration for
haul, and the Commission for propulsion
machinery, will operate to delay the com-
pletion of the job.

Since this will not be an economic opera-
tion in any case——

The CHAIRMAN, Well, I must agree with
you there.

I do not care whether it be a tanker or
merchant ship or this other so-called type of
ship, that in the beginning it is an experi-
ment to prove that we might make it
economic.

But the first ship could not be economical.

Mr, Strauss. The only requirement that I
would put on it, were I sitting as a Member
of the Senate or House, would be: it should
be the kind of vessel which can be the most
rapidly produced to operate successfully.

I hope that will be the stipulation.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. I see.

Of course, it may be as they move along
that Congress may decide that this could
be a specific type of ship as you move along.
But we have got to get going.

Well, I have no further questions. I think
you have cleared up the fact that both the
Commission and the Maritime Administra-
tion have been doing a great deal of pre-
liminary work on this.

Mr. STRAUSS. Yes, sir. BSecretary Roths-
child is here, and he will speak for his own
agency.

I would like to express thanks to you for
permitting me to go on as the first witness.

The CHAIRMAN, Would you venture a guess
on the cost of a merchant ship?

Mr. Brravuss. We have some overall esti-
mates, Mr. Chalrman.

Since it has been a matter of months that
I have reviewed them, I would like to refresh
my memory by calling on, with your per-
mission, Dr. Davis, who is here and whom
I have identified as the Director of the Re-
actor Division,

What is the figure for the reactor and pro-
pulsion machinery, Dr. Davis?

Dr. Davis. Well, the estimate that we had
and used last year was $21 million for the
propulsion plant and 3,500,000 for the core,
which represents the first bateh of fuel
which would go into such a ship.

And the Maritime Administration has also
estimated the cost of the ship into which
this would go. So our total estimate is
on the order of $37 million for the propul-
slon plant and for the ship.

The CHAIRMAN. Thirty-seven million dol-
lars?

Dr. Davis. Yes, sir.

The CHaRMAN, There are several members
of the committee who might want to ask
some questions as to whether on this con-
troversy you should have a peace ship or
a merchant ship., But I do not think the
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Atomic Energy Commission should be bur-
dened with that.

That is a matter of policy, I think, that
Congress should determine.

Mr. Stravuss. Further, Mr. Chairman, it
seems to me a matter which could very well
be determined if it were controversial at
a later date without running the risk of
arresting this development so that we would
run the risk of Congress adjourning with-
out this authorization.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Now, in that case, let me ask this: if this
bill was passed before Congress adjourned,
then you would proceed with the Mari-
time Administration on the basic construc-
tion. Then Congress, if it should, say, come
January or April make a definite deter-
mination on what should be done on this
matter—they may make it in the report on
this bill—which I would hope they would—
but that would not seriously hamper the
gituation even if we did, say, 6 months from
now say, “Well, we want this ship, say, to
be a tanker.” Use that example.

Mr. Stravss. It would not affect us in the
Atomic Energy Commission.

The CHAIRMAN. It might affect the design.

Mr. Strauss. I will have to ask you to
direct that specific question to Mr. Roths-
child as to whether it would handicap him
on that.

The CHAIRMAN, All right.

Mr. Strauss. I could say emphatically that
we would go ahead with the reactor and with
the propulsion machinery at once under
those circumstances.

The CHamMAN. And that there could be,
as you move along, a change toward the
ultimate use of the ship?

Strauss. That is right, assuming no
change in shaft horsepower and other phys-
ical requirements.,

The CHAIRMAN, Which would be technical
matters that the Maritime technicians and
engineers would have to work out?

Mr. Strauss. That I cannot answer.

The CHAIRMAN, Yes.

‘Well, thank you, Admiral Strauss. We
appreciate your coming here.

I have no further questions.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, may
we have the proposed amendments read
again?

* The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ments, as follows:

That section 212 (c) of the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, as amended (46 U. 8. C., sec.
1122), is amended by inserting at the end
of subsection (¢) two new paragraphs to read
as follows:

“That there Is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Department of Com-
merce, Maritime Administration, and the
Atomic Energy Commission, such sums as
may be necessary, to remain available until
expended, for the construction, outfitting,
and preparation for operation, including
training of qualified personnel, of a nuclear-
powered prototype merchant ship capable of
providing shipping services on routes essen-
tial for maintaining the flow of the foreign
commerce of the United States. The Mari-
time Administration, and the Atomic Energy
Commission, in carrying on activities and
functions under this paragraph, may collab-
orate with and employ persons, firms, and
corporations on a contract or fee basis for the
performance of special services deemed nec-
essary by such agencies in carrying on such
activities and functions. The administra-
tion may, for the same purposes, with the
approval of the Secretary of Commerce and
where appropriate the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, avail itself of the use of licenses,
information, services, facilities, ‘offices, and
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employees of any executive department, in-
dependent establishment, or other agency of
the Government, including any field service
thereof,

“In collaboration with public and private
interests concerned, and in the interest of
improved efficiency and economy in the
transfer of cargo and passengers between
vessels and shore transportation facilities
in ports, the Maritime Administration is
authorized to conduect research and experi-
ments, to develop plans and designs, pro-
cedures, and equipment for the improvement
of wharves, docks, piers, warehouses, and
other port facilities used in the movement
and handling of cargo, passengers, and other
commerce in ports in connection with water
transportation.”

Mr. ANDERSON. I make the same
observation I made a while ago, that
these are the original amendments
which were proposed to the bill by the
Atomic Energy Commission more than a
year ago. I suggest to the Senator that,
if he will read the language of the
amendments, he will see that it is the
same language that came to our com-
mittee more than a year ago.

Mr. BRICKER. The situation this
year is different. The provisions this
year will limit the ship to a prototype
merchant ship. The question as to what
type of ship it is to be is determined by
the bill. There is no question about what
kind of ship it is to be.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say, in
support of what the Senator from Ohio
has stated, and I hope in reassurance to
the Senator from New Mexico, that I do
not believe there is any question about
the ship now. The ship to be built is to
be a merchant ship; the bill specifically
so limits it. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission will have the responsibility of
building the powerplant, not for build-
ing the ship, or influencing the design of
the ship, except that there may be cer-
tain collaboration and cooperation in de-
termining how the plant is to fit into a
particular hull.

I may say that I am not very strongly

in favor of a bill of this kind; but I will

go along with it. I think it is well to get.

an atomic powered ship on the ocean. I
believe, however, that we would gain
tremendously, comparatively speaking,
by putting a so-called showboat, or what-
ever the Senator from New Mexico may
call it, type of ship on the ocean as an
exhibit ship and send it around the world,
instead of building merely a merchant
transport hull-type of ship. However, a
so-called showboat is not in good favor,
apparently, and I will not press that
point at this moment. I merely say that
I am less enthusiastic for the merchant
type of ship.

Furthermore, Mr. President, let us not
delude ourselves that this will be a com-
petitively and economically sound ship
when it comes into operation. We should
not attempt to delude anyone about that.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is not expected
to be.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I say that so
that the record will be clear. Therefore,
if we are going to build and put on the
ocean a ship which is unsound from a
competitive and economic standpoint,
we ought to build one which will be able
to demonstrate many phases of atomic
energy.

June 20

I am pointing that out so that there
will be no question about it, and because
I prefer the other type ship. However,
1 will go along with the proposal, because
I believe it to be important to get a ship
of this type into operation.

Mr. ANDERSON. The statement
made by the former chairman of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER],
is extremely helpful, as I believe are also
the observations of the able Senator
from Ohio and the able Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson]. They are
all very helpful. With those statements
in the Recorp, I do not believe I will
have any objection to the language which
i:,_ 11l:a:-(:|posecl by way of amendment to the

111,

The Senator from Washington a
moment ago suggested there was a House
bill pending and that the bill pending
before the Senate would go to conference
with the House. Is that correct? Does
the Senator know whether the language
of the House bill is identical with the
language of the Senate bill?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No, I do not. I
have the House bill here, I may say to
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I ask that question
because if the language is not identical,
and if the two bills will be in conference,
there is a possibility of being absolutely
sure about the final language.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The language in
the House bill is not exactly the same,
but it is very specific that the ship is
to be a merchant type of ship.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does the Sen-
ator from New Mexico propose that we
substitute in the House bill the language
contained in the Senate bill as perfected?

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes;Ido. Inthat
gslxly. there would be a conference on the

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. 1In other
words, we would substitute the language
ggnthe Senate bill for that of the House

111,

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. In that way
the bill would go to conference.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I believe
the difficulties could be ironed out in that
way.

Mr. ANDERSON. Otherwise, if the
two bills were identical, there would be
nothing for a committee of conference
to consider.

Mr. MAGNUSON. They are not iden-
tical.

Mr. ANDERSON. When the bill went
to conference, there could be a discus-
sion of whether the Nautilus type of re-
action should be used, for example—
and that type of reactor obviously does
not contribute to the art at all—or
whether it would be possible by sub-
stitute language to provide that another
type of reactor should be used.

Mr. MAGNUSON. So far asIam con-
cerned, I would be willing that that be
done.

Mr., ANDERSON. I am merely trying
to make legislative history in the event
the conferees desired to deal with this
question. In other words, does not the
Senator believe that the conferees would
be free to deal with the matter?
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Mr. MAGNUSON. They would be free
to deal with it; yes.

Mr. ANDERSON. On that basis, I
have no objection to the amendments
which have been proposed. I am anx-
ious, as I say, as is the Senator from
Ohio, to have some sort of bill enacted.
On that basis, and with the statements
made by the Senator from Ohio and the
Senator from Iowa, I suggest that the
amendments be adopted and that the
bill be quickly passed.

Mr., MAGNUSON. I merely wish to
say again, in order to make the legisla-
tive history clear, that on June 6 the
committee received a statement from
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission, in which he pointed out the
Commission’s position concerning the de-
velopment of nuclear power for the pro-
pulsion of a merchant vessel. He makes
it clear that that is what they were
talking about. They, of course, would
like to proceed with the other ship about
which we have been speaking, but it is
not provided for in this bill and is an-
other matter.

Mr. ANDERSON. I assume that is
what the committee referred to on page
4 of its report.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
think the amendments are satisfactory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee amendment, as
amended, is agreed to.

The bill is open to further amend-
ment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce be discharged
from the further consideration of H. R.
6243, that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the House bill, that all
after the enacting clause of the House
be stricken and the language of the
Senate bill, as amended, be substituted
therefor, and that following the passage
of the House bill the Senate bill be in-
definitely postponed.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, is
the motion to strike out all the language
of the House bill after the enacting
clause, and to substitute the language of
the Senate bill as amended?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Washington.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bhill
(H. R. 6243) authorizing the construc-
tion of nuclear-powered merchant ship
to promote the peacetime application of
atomic energy, and for other purposes.

Mr., MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that all after the enacting clause
be stricken, and that the language of
the Senate bill, as amendea, be sub-
stituted therefor.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time,

The bill (H. R. 6243) was read the
third time and passed.
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The title was amended, so as to read:
“A bill to amend section 212 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1936, to authorize the
construction of a nuclear-powered pro-
totype merchant ship for operation in
foreign commerce of the United States,
to authorize research and experimental
work with vessels, port facilities, plan-
ning, and operating and eargo handling
on ships and at ports, and for other
purposes.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate bill will be indefinitely postponed.

Mr. BUTLER subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed after the passage of House
bill 6243, a statement I have prepared
on the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER

As a stanch supporter of the American
merchant marine, I have been interested in
the possibilities of an atomic-powered mer-
chant ship from the earliest suggestions of
the feasibility of such a vessel. With Sen-
ator SaLTONSTALL I cosponscred 5. 2005, to
build a nuclear-powered merchant ship. I
also was strongly in support of the Presi-
dent’s proposed nuclear demonstration ship
which was designed to show to the peoples
of other countries the interest of this country
in the development of nuclear power for
peaceful purposes.

However, the committee, in its wisdom,
has considered the necessities of the shipping
industry to be such that they have reported
out the bill favoring construction first of
a nuclear-powered merchant ship for use
in the foreign commerce of the United States.
Having been a vigorous proponent of an
adequate merchant marine and realizing the
need for upgrading our shipping to the great-
est possible extent to meet the ever-increas-
ing foreign competition, I must lend my
heartiest support to the proposals for im-
mediate construction of this atomic mer-
chant ship.

During the next 10 years, the shipping
Interests of the Nation must replace almost
100 percent their present commercial fleet.
If we can develop enough experience and
know-how in the field of atomic propulsion
of vessels, it is entirely possible that our
merchant ship replacements may take ad-
vantage of this newest and most extraor-
dinary form of energy and once again step
out to the forefront of the shipping nations
of the world.

TRANSMISSION TO UNITED NATIONS
OF INFORMATION CONCERNING
THE TERRITORIES OF ALASKA
AND HAWAII

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the
United Nations Charter, chapter XI,
article 73, provides:

Members of the United Nations which have
or assume responsibilities for the adminis-
tration of territories whose peoples have not
yet attained a full measure of self-govern=
ment recognize the principle that the inter-
ests of the inhabitants of these territories
are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust
the obligation to promote to the utmost,
within the system of international peace and
security established by the present charter,
the well-being of the inhabitants of these
territories, and to this end—

And then follow subsections (a), (b),
(c), (d), and (e).
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I ask unanimous consent that article
73 in its entirety be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point in my remarks,

There being no objection, article 73 of
the United Nations Charter was ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

CHAPTER XI

DECLARATION REGARDING NON-SELF-GOVERNING
TERRITORIES

Article 73

Members of the United Nations which have
or assume responsibilities for the adminis-
tration of territories whose peoples have not
yet attained a full measure of self-govern=
ment recognize the principle that the inter=
ests of the inhabitants of these territories
are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust
the obligation to promote to the utmost,
within the system of international peace
and security established by the present char-
ter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these
territories, and, to this end:

(a) to insure, with due respect for the
culture of the pecples concerned, their po-
litical, economie, social, and educational
advancement, their just treatment, and their
protection against abuses;

(b) to develop self-government, to take
due account of the political aspirations of
the peoples, and to assist them in the pro-
gressive development of their free political
institutions, according to the particular cir-
cumstances of each territory and its peoples
and their varying stages of advancement;

(c) to further international peace and
gecurity;

(d) to promote eonstructive measures of
development, to encourage research, and to
cooperate with one another and, when and
where appropriate, with specialized interna-
tional bodies with a view to the practieal
achievement of the social, economic, and
scl;ntlﬂc purposes set forth in this article;
an

(e) to transmit regularly to the Secretary-
General for information purposes, subject to
such limitation as security and constitutional
considerations may require, statistical and
other information of a technical nature re-
lating to economie, social, and educational
conditions in the territories for which they
are respectively responsible other than those
territorles to which chapters XII and XIII
apply.

Mr. President, I was quite surprised to
learn that since the year 1946 the Gov-
ernment of the United States has been
filing reports to the United Nations rela-
tive to the Territories of Alaska and Ha-
waii, and I sought some additional in-
formation from the State Department.
I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks a list of the various types of
dependencies and territories for which
the several nations belonging to the
United Nations presently file reports. It
is dated June 11, 1956.

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Australia: Papua.

Belgium: Belgian Congo.

France: French Equatorial Africa, French
Somaliland, Comoro, Madagascar, French
West Africa. Moroceo, Tunis, last reported
on in 1954,

Netherlands: Netherlands New Guinea.

New Zealand: Tokelau Islands, Cook
Islands, Niue Island.

United Kingdom: Northern Rhodesia,
Nyasaland, British Somaliland, Bechuana-
jand, Kenya, Uganda, Zanzibar, Basutoland,
Swaziland, Mauritius, Seychelles, Gambia,
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Gold Coast, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Cyprus, Gi-
braltar, Bahamas, Barbados, Bermuda, Brit-
{sh Guiana, British Honduras, Jamaica, Lee-
ward Islands, Trinidad and Tobago, Wind-
ward Islands, Brunel, Federation of Malaya,
Hong Eong, North Borneo, Sarawak, Singa-
pore, Fiji, Gilbert and Ellice Islands, New
Hebrides (condominium with France), Pit-
calrn Island, Solomon Islands, Aden colony
and protectorate, Falkland Islands, St.
Helena,

United States: Alaska, American Samoa,
Guam, Hawalil, Virgin Islands of the United
States.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President,
yesterday I addressed a letter to the Sec-
retary of State, the Honorable John Fos-
ter Dulles, which reads as follows:

Juwe 19, 1956,
The Honorable JoEN FosTErR DULLES,
Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. SecreTaRY: Enclosed is a copy of
a letter I have written to Assistant Secretary
of State Francis O, Wilcox.

Frankly, I was greatly shocked to learn that
the United States since 1946 has been trans-
mitting information under article 73 (e) for
the Territories of Alaska and Hawali. I hope
that steps will be taken to correct this sit-
uation as these two organized Territories
have elected their own legislatures and both
have adopted constitutions in anticipation to
being admitted as full members of the Union
as the 48th and 50th States.

With best personal regards, I remain,

Sincerely yours,
WmLiam F. ENOWLAND.

Mr. President, the letter which I wrote
Mr. Francis Wilcox, also under date of
June 19, 1956, reads as follows:

JUNE 19, 19566.
Hon. Francis O. WILCOX,
Assistant Secretary of State for Inler-
national Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, Washington, D. C.

Dear Framcis: Your letter of June 11 has
been received, and I wish to thank you for
sending me the information.

I would certainly see no objection to the
United States fililng a report under article
73 (e) relating to American Samoa, Guam,
and the Virgin Islands.

I most strenuously do object to this Gov-
ernment having filed such reports for the
Territorles of Alaska and Hawaii, both of
which are destined to become States of the
American Union. PBoth have adopted State
constitutions and are awaiting admission as
the 49th and 50th States.

I am taking the liberty of forwarding a
copy of this letter to Secretary Dulles.

With best personal regards, I remain,

Sincerely yours,
M F. KNOWLAND,

Mr. President, I should like to add that,
as every Member of the Senate knows,
and as Members of the House know, the
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii elect
delegates to the Congress of the United
States who sit in the House of Repre-
sentatives. So, Mr. President, I hope
that prompt action will be taken to get
the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska out
of the category into which they have
apparently been placed.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. BRICKER. Have there been any
reports from the State Department set-
ting forth why the Territories of Alaska
and Hawail were included in the first
place? If so, on what assumption did
they make such reports?
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Mr. KNOWLAND. I am awaiting a
full and complete report. The prelim-
inary information I had when the matter
came up in 1946 was that it had been
determined that it might encourage
some of the other nations to file reports
if we included Hawaii and Alaska. I do
not agree with that decision, needless to
say.

Mr. BRICKER. I join the Senator
from California in his attitude in the
matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEU-
BERGER in the chair). The Chair would
like to inform the Senator from Cali-
fornia that he has requested replace-
ment in the chair so that he might com-
ment on what the distinguished Senator
from California has just said, because
the cause of statehood for Alaska and
Hawaii has been one of my major in-
terests for a long time. The Chair
wishes to thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia for the additional argument he
has made for their admission into the
Union. The Chair has been impressed
every time he has gone North with the
way in which we deny Alaska self-gov-
ernment. The Yukon Territory of Can-
ada has only about 10 percent of the
population of Alaska, and yet that ter-
ritory is allowed a voting representative
in the House of Commons of Canada,
while our Delegate from Alaska is still
denied the right to vote.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer.

SIMPLIFICATION OF ACCOUNTING
METHODS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr, President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 2287, Senate bill
3362.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 3362)
to simplify accounting, facilitate the pay-
ment of obligations, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Massachusetts.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Government Operations with
amendments.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
bill was reported unanimously from the
Subcommittee on Reorganization and by
the Government Operations Committee.
It would put into effect one of the recom-
mendations of the Hoover Commission.

Under present law, unexpended bal-
ances of appropriations with limited
fiscal-year availability, lapse, or cease to
be available to the agencies to which
they are provided at the end of two full
fiscal years following the fiscal year or
years for which appropriated. At that
time such balances are transferred to a
consolidated Treasury Department ap-
propriation account known as “Payment
of certified claims.”

This bill authorizes agencies of the
Government to pay undisputed bills
chargeable in precisely the same manner
as are bills payable from currently avail-
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able appropriations. It is anticipated
that enactment of the bill will result
eventually in direct savings of approxi-
mately $600,000 annually. Savings will
also be effected by the agencies con-
cerned, and there will be a far more ac-
curate idea of the exact amount to be
appropriated to the Treasury Depart-
ment each year instead of, as at present,
all balances being charged to the Treas-
ury Department rather than to the
agencies involved.

As T have said, the bill has been re-
ported unanimously, and I hope it will
be passed by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendments will be stated.

The amendments of the Committee on
Government Operations were on page
1, line 3, after the word “That"”, to strike
out “except as otherwise provided by
law”; at the beginning of line 4, to strike
out “of” and insert “for”; in line 8, after
the word “the”, to strike out “activity”
and insert “agency or subdivision there-
of”’; on page 2, line 8, affer the word “de-
rived”, to insert a colon and “Provided,
That when it is determined necessary by
the head of the agency concerned that a
portion of the remaining balance with-
drawn is required to liquidate obligations
and reflect adjustments, such portion of
the remaining balance may be restored
to the appropriate account established
pursuant to this act: Provided further,
That the head of the agency concerned
shall make a report with respect to each
such restoration to the Chairmen of the
Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, to the Comptroller General of the
United States, and to the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget”; on page 3, line
7, after the word “account”, to insert “as
of the close of the fiscal year”; in line 10,
after the word “appropriations”, to
strike out “as of the close of the fiscal
year”; in line 22, after the word “with-
drawals”, to strike out “required” and
insert “made’; in line 23, after the word
“to”, to strike out “subsection (a)” and
insert “subsections (a) and (b)”; on page
4, line 20, after the word “each”, where
it appears the second time, to strike out
“activity responsible for the liquidation
of the obligations chargeable to such ac-
counts” and insert “agency concerned";
on page 5, at the beginning of line 2, to
strike out ‘“shall” and insert “may"; on
page 6, line 23, after the word “the”, to
strike out “activity” and insert “agency
or subdivision thereof”; on page 7, line
6, after the word “been”, to strike out
“fulfilled or will not be undertaken or
continued” and insert “fulfilled”; on
page 8, after line 6, to insert:

(1) Any provisions (except those contained
in appropriation acts for the fiscal years
1956 and 1957) permitting an appropriation
to remain available for expenditure for any
period beyond that for which it is available
for obligation, but this subsection shall not
be effective until June 30, 1957,

In line 13, after the word “Columbia”,
to insert “or to the appropriations dis-
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate or
the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives”; and after line 15, to insert:

Sec. 9. The inclusion in appropriation acts
of provisions excepting any appropriation or
appropriations from the operation of the
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provisions of this act and fixing the period
for which such appropriation or appropria-
tions shall remain available for expenditure
is hereby authorized.

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted ete., That (a) the account
for each appropriation available for obli-
gation for a definite period of time shall,
upon the expiration of such period, be closed
as follows:

(1) The obligated balance shall be trans-
ferred to an appropriation account of the
agency or subdivision thereof responsible for
the liquidation of the obligations, in which
account shall be merged the amounts eo
transferred from all appropriation accounts
for the same general purposes; and

(2) The remaining balance shall be with-
drawn and, if the appropriation was derived
in whole or in part from the general fund,
shall revert to such fund, but if the appro-
priation was derived solely from a special or
trust fund, shall revert, unless otherwise
provided by law, to the fund from which
derived: Provided, That when it is deter-
mined necessary by the head of the agency
- concerned that a portion of the remaining
balance withdrawn is required to liquidate
obligations and reflect adjustments, such
portion of the remaining balance may be
restored to the appropriate account estab-
lished pursuant to this act: Provided further,
That the head of the agency concerned shall
make a report with respect to each such
restoration to the chairmen of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives, to the Comptroller
General of the United States, and to the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.

(b) The transfers and withdrawals re-
quired by subsection (a) of this section shall
be made—

(1) not later than September 30 of the
fiscal year Immediately following the fiscal
year in which the period of availability for
obligation expires, in the case of an appro-
priation -avallable both for obligation and
disbursement, on or after the date of ap-
proval of this act; or

(2) not later than September 30 of the
fiscal year immediately following the fiscal
year in which this act is approved, in the
case of an appropriation which, on the date
of approval of this act, is available only for
disbursement.

(c) For the purposes of this act, the
obligated balance of an appropriation aec-
count as of the close of the fiscal year shall
be the amount of unliquidated obligations
applicable to such appropriation less the
amount collectible as repayments to the ap-
propriations as reported pursuant to section
1311 (b) of the Supplemental Appropria-
tion Act, 1955 (68 Stat. 830; 31 U. 8. C. 200
(b)). Collections authorized to be credited
to an appropriation but not received until
after the close of the fiscal year in which
such appropriation expires for obligation
shall, unless otherwise authorized by law,
be credited to the appropriation account into
which the obligated balance has been or will
be transferred, pursuant to subsection (a)
(1), except that collections made by the
General Accounting Office for other Govern-
- ment agencies may be deposited into the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

(d) The transfers and withdrawals made
pursuant to subsections (a) and (b) of this
section shall be accounted for and reported
as of the fiscal year in which the appro-
priations concerned expire for obligation,
except that such transfers of appropriations
described in subsection (b) (2) of this sec-
tion shall be accounted for and reported as
of the fiscal year in which this act is ap-
proved.

Sec. 2. Each appropriation account estab-
lished pursuant to this act shall be ac-
counted for as one fund and shall be avail-
able without fiscal year limitation for pay-
ment of obligations chargeable against any
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of the appropriations from which such ac-
count was derived. Subject to regulations
to be prescribed by the Comptroller General
of the United States, payment of such ob-
ligations may be made without prior action
by the General Accounting Office, but noth-
ing contained in this act shall be construed
to relleve the Comptroller General of the
United States of his duty to render decisions
upon requests made pursuant to law or to
abridge the existing authority of the General
Accounting Office to settle and adjust claims,
demands, and accounts.

Sec. 3. (a) Appropriation accounts estab-
lished pursuant to this act shall be reviewed
periodically but at least once each fiscal year,
by each agency concerned. If the undis-
bursed balance in any account exceeds the
obligated balance pertaining thereto, the
amount of the excess shall be withdrawn in
the manner provided by section 1 (a) (2) of
this act: but if the obligated balance exceeds
the undisbursed balance, the amount of the
excess may be transferred to such account
from the appropriation currently available
for the same general purposes. A review
shall be made as of the close of each fiscal
year and the transfers or withdrawals re-
quired by this section accomplished not later
than September 30 of the following fiscal
year, but the transactions shall be accounted
for and reported as of the close of the fiscal
year to which such review pertains. A re-
view made as of any other date for which
transfers or withdrawals are accomplished
after September 30 in any fiscal year shall be
accounted for and reported as transactions
of the fiscal year in which accomplished.

(b) Whenever a payment chargeable to an
appropriation account established pursuant
to this act would exceed the undisbursed
palance of such account, the amount of the
definciency may be transferred to such ac-
count from the appropriation currently
available for the same general purposes.
Where such deficiency is caused by the
failure to collect repayments to appropria=
tions merged with the appropriation ac-
count established pursuant to this act, the
amount of the deficiency may be returned
to such current appropriation if the repay-
ments are subsequently collected during the
same fiscal year.

(¢) In connection with his audit respon-
sibilities, the Comptroller General of the
United States shall report to the head of the
agency concerned, to the Secretary of the
Treasury, and to the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, respecting operations under
this act, including an appraisal of the un-
liquidated obligations under the appropria-
tion accounts established by this act. Within
30 days after receipt of such report, the
agency concerned shall accomplish any ace-
tions required by subsection (a) of this
gection which such report shows to be nec-
essary.

Sec. 4. During the fiscal year following the
fiscal year in which this act becomes effec-
tive, and under rules and regulations to be
prescribed by the Comptroller General of the
United States, the undisbursed balance of
the appropriation account for payment of
certified claims established pursuant to sec-
tion 2 of the act of July 6, 1940 (63 Stat.
407; 31 U. 8. C. 712b), shall be closed in
the manner provided in section 1 (a) of this
act.

Sec. 5. The obligated balances of appro-
priations made available for the obligation
for definite periods of time under discon-
tinued appropriation heads may be merged
in the appropriation accounts provided for
by section 1 hereof, or in 1 or more other
accounts to be established pursuant to this
act for discontinued appropriations of the
agency or subdivision thereof currently re-
sponsible for the liquidation of the obliga~
tions.

Sec. 6. The unobligated balances of ap-
propriations which are not limited to a
definite perlod of time shall be withdrawn
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in the manner provided In section 1 (a)
(2) of this act whenever the head of the
agency concerned shall determine that the
purpose for which the appropriation was
made has been fulfilled; or, in any event,
whenever disbursements have not been made
against the appropriation for 2 full consecu-
tive fiscal years: Provided, That amounts of
appropriations mnot limited to a definite
period of time which are withdrawn pursuant
to this section or were heretofore withdrawn
from the appropriation account by admin-
istrative action may be restored to the ap-
plicable appropriation account for the pay-
ment of obligations and for the settlement
of accounts,

Sec. 7. The following provisions of law are
hereby repealed:

(a) The proviso under the heading “Pay-
ment of certified claims” in the act of April
25, 1945 (59 Stat. 90; 31 U. 8. C. 690);

(b) Section 2 of the act of July 6, 1949
(63 Stat. 407; 31 U. 8. C. T12b), but the
repeal of this section shall not be effective
until June 30, 1957;

(c) The paragraph under the heading
“Payment of certified claims” in the act
of June 30, 1949 (63 Stat. 358; 31 U, 8. C.
Ti2c);

(d) Section 5 of the act of March 3, 1875
(18 Stat. 418; 31 U. S. C. 718a); and

(e) Section 3691 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended (31 U. 8. C. 715).

(f) Any provislons (except those contained
in appropriation acts for the fiscal years
1956 and 1957) permitting an appropriation
to remain available for expenditure for any
perlod beyond that for which it is available
for obligation, but this subsection shall not
be effective until June 30, 1957.

SEc. 8. The provisions of this act shall not
apply to the appropriations for the District
of Columbia or to the appropriations dis-
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate or the
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

Sec. 9. The inclusion in appropriation acts
of provisions excepting any appropriation or
appropriations from the operation of the pro-
visions of this act and fixing the period for
which such appropriation or appropriations
shall remain available for expenditure is
hereby authorized.

The amendments were agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Government Operations be dis-
charged from the further consideration
of the bill (H. R. 9593) to simplify ac-
counting, to facilitate the payment of
obligations, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the Committee on Government
Operations is discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of the bill referred to
by the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr, KENNEDY. Mr. President, I now
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of House bill 9593.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(H. R. 9593) to simplify accounting, to
facilitate the payment of obligations,
and for other purposes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
move that all after the enacting clause
of the House bill be stricken, and that

the Senate bill, as amended, be substi-

tuted for the language of the House bill,
and that following the passage of the
House bill the Senate bill be indefinitely
postponed.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
auestion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts,

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendment and the third reading of the
bill.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H. R. 9593) was read the
third time and passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senate
bill 3362 is indefinitely postponed.

Mr. KENNEDY subsequently said: Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
there may be printed in the Recorb, fol-
lowing the passage of House bill 9593, a
brief explanation of the differences be-
tween that bill and Senate bill 3362.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

CompParisoN oF H. R. 9583, As APPROVED BY THE
Housg, WiTH S. 3362

Section 1 of S. 3362 provides for the trans-
fer and merger in no-year accounts of all
obligated balances of appropriations which
are made for a definite period of time (1 year
for obligation and 3 years for liquidation of
obligations) immediately after the close of
the first year.

H. R. 9593 postpones the transfer of the
obligation balances until the end of the sec-
ond year after expiration of the obligation
period, 1. e., at the end of the third year or
expiration of the appropriation for expendi-
ture purposes.

Sectlon 1 (a) (2) and (3) of 5. 3362 pro-
vides alternate authority to restore amounts
withdrawn as unobligated or to effect trans-
fers from current appropriations for sup-
plying funds to balance the liquidated ac-
counts, effect adjustments, and to pay out-
standing obligations.

H. R. 9693 provides that funds necessary
for these purposes will be limited to, and
supplied from, amounts withdrawn as unob-
ligated. Balances restored to liquidated obli-
gations and to effect adjustments are re-
quired to be reported to the Bureau of the
Budget prior to restoration.

The Senate bill is silent as to when the re-

must be made but requires report to
the Appropriations Committees, Bureau of
the Budget, and to the Comptroller General
of the United States.

Both bills eliminate the requirement that
all bills chargeable to lapsed appropriations
must be submitted to the General Account-
ing Office before payment.

Both bills permit the agencies to pay prior
year obligations in the same manner as cur-
rent bills.

Both bills contemplate that expenditures
on account of prior year obligations will be
charged against the agency actually in-
curring the obligation rather than charging
the Treasury Department as is done at the
present time.

DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS PROPERTY

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Order No. 2288, H. R. 7227.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
7227) to amend further the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended, to authorize the dis-
posal of surplus property for civil defense
purposes, to provide that certain Federal
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surplus property be disposed of to State
and local civil defense organizations
which are established by or pursuant to
State law, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Government Operations with
an amendment, to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That subsection 203 (j) of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended (40 U. S. C. 484 (j)), is
amended to read as follows:

“(1) (1) Under such regulations as he may
prescribe, the Administrator is authorized in
his discretion to donate without cost (ex-
cept for costs of care and handling) for use
in any State for purposes of education, pub-
lic health, or civil defense, or for research
for any such purpose, any equipment, mate-
rials, books or other supplies (including
those capitalized in a working capital or
similar fund) under the control of any ex-
ecutive agency which shall have been deter-
mined to be surplus property and which
shall have been determined under paragraph
(2), (3),0r (4) of this subsection to be usable
and necessary for any such purpose. In de-
termining whether property is to be donated
under this subsection, no distinction shall
be made between property capitalized in a
working-capital fund established under sec-
tion 405 of the National SBecurity Act of 1947,
as amended, or any similar fund, and any
other property. No such property shall be
transferred for use within any State except
to the State agency designated under State
law for the purpose of distributing in con-
formity with the provisions of this sub-
section, all property allocated under this
subsection for use within such BState.

“(2) In the case of surplus property under
the control of the Department of Defense,
the Secretary of Defense shall determine
whether such property is usable and neces-
sary for educational activities which are of
special interest to the armed services, such
as maritime academies or military, naval,
Air Force, or Coast Guard preparatory
schools. If such Secretary shall determine
that such property is usable and necessary
for such purposes, he shall allocate it for
transfer by the Administrator to the appro-
priate State agenecy for distribution to such
educational actlivities. If he shall deter-
mine that such property is not usable and
necessary for such purposes, it may be dis-
posed of in accordance with paragraph (3) or
paragraph (4) of this subsection.

“(3) Determination whether such surplus
property (except surplus property allocated
in conformity with par. (2) of this subsec-
tion) is usable and necessary for purposes
of education or public health, or for research
for any such purpose, in any State shall
be made by the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, who shall allocate such
property on the basls of needs and utiliza-
tion for transfer by the Administrator to
such State agency for distribution to (A)
tax-supported medical institutions, hos-
pltals, clinics, health centers, school sys-
tems, schools, colleges, and universities, and
(B) other nonprofit medical institutions,
hospitals, clinics, health centers, schools,
colleges, and universities which are exempt
from taxation under section 501 (¢) (3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954. No such
property shall be transferred to any State
agency until the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare has recelved, from such
State agency, a certification that such prop-
erty is usable and needed for educational or
public-health purposes in the State, and
until the Secretary has determined that such
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State agency has conformed to minimum
standards of operation prescribed by the
Secretary for the disposal of surplus property.

“{4) Determination whether such sur-
plus property (except surplus property al-
located in conformity with paragraph (2) of
this subsection) is usable and necessary for
civil-defense purposes, including research,
in any State shall be made by the Federal
Civil Defense Administrator, who shall al-
locate such property on the basis of need
and utilization for transfer by the Adminis-
trator of General Services to such State
agency for distribution to civil-defense or-
ganizations of such State, or political sub-
divisions and instrumentalities thereof,
which are established pursuant to State law.
No such property shall be transferred until
the Federal Civil Defense Administrator has
received from such State agency a certifica-
tion that such property is usable and needed
for civil-defense purposes in the State, and
until the Federal Civil' Defense Administra-
tor has determined that such State agency
has conformed to minimum standards of
operation prescribed by the Federal Civil
Defense Administrator for the disposal of
surplus property. The provisions of sections
201 (b), 401 (c), 401 (e), and 405 of the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended,
shall apply to the performance by the Fed-
eral Civil Defense Administrator of his re-
sponsibilities under this section.

*(6) The Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the Federal Civil Defense
Administrator may impose reasonable terms,
conditions, reservations, and restrictions
upon the use of any single item of personal
property donated under paragraph (3) or
paragraph (4), respectively, of this subsec-
tion which has an acquisition cost of $2,500
Or more.

“(68) The term ‘State’, as used in this sub=-
section, includes the District of Columbia,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the
Territories and possessions of the United
States.”

Bec.2. (a) Clause (C) of paragraph (2)
of subsection 203 (k) of such act is amend-
ed by striking out the word “or" at the end
thereof.

(b) Clause (D) of paragraph (2) of such
subsection is amended by striking out the
comma at the end thereof and inserting in
lieu thereof a semicolon and the word “or.”

(c) Paragraph (2) of such subsection is
amended by inserting, immediately after
clause (D) thereof, as amended by this sec«
tion, the following new clause:

“(BE) the Federal Civil Defense Adminis-
trator, in the case of property transferred
pursuant to this act to civil-defense organi-
zations of the States or political subdivisions
or instrumentalities thereof which are es-
tablished by or pursuant to State law,”.

Sec. 3. SBubsection 203 (n) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

“({n) For the purpose of carrying into ef-
fect the provisions of subsections (]) and
(k), the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, the Federal Civil Defense Admin-
istrator, and the head of any Federal agency
designated by either such officer, are au-
thorized to enter into cooperative agreements
with BState surplus property distribution
agencies designated in conformity with par-
agraph (1) of subsection (j). Such coopera-
tive agreements may provide for utilization
by such Federal agency, without payment or
reimbursement, of the property, facilities,
personnel, and services of the State agency
in carrying out any such program, and for
making available to such State agency, with-
out payment or reimbursement, property,
facilities, personnel, or services of such Fed-
eral agency in connection with such utiliza-
tion.”™

Sec. 4. Subsection (h) of section 507 of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949, as amended, as added by clause
(3) of the joint resolution entitled "Joint
resolution to provide for the acceptance and
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maintenance of Presidential libraries, and for
other purposes,” approved August 12, 1955
(69 Stat. 697), is redesignated as subsection
(1) of such section.

Sec. 5. (a) Except as provided by subsec-
tion (b), the amendments made by this act
shall become effective on the first day of
the first month beginning after the date of
enactment of this act.

{b) In the case of any State which on the
date of enactment of this act has not desig-
nated a single State agency for the purpose
of distributing surplus property pursuant to
subsection 203 (j) of the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended, transfers of such property may be
made by the Administrator of General Serv-
ices under such subsection, as amended by
this act, to the State agency heretofore desig-
nated in such State to distribute property
in conformity with such subsection for pur-
poses of education and public health to the
extent that such agency is authorized under
State law to receive and distribute any class
of property transferred pursuant to such sub-
section, or in the absence of any such agency
or in the absence of authority of such agency
to receive and distribute any such class of
property, to any BState agency or official
authorized under State law to receive and
distribute such property, until 90 calendar
days have passed after the close of the first
regular session of the legislature of such
SBtate beginning after the date of enactment
of this act.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
purpose of the bill, as amended, is to
amend section 203 of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended, to authorize the dona-
tion of Government-owned surplus per-
sonal property to civil-defense organiza-
tions of the States and political subdivi-
sions thereof which have been established
by or pursuant to State law. This will
mean that the civil-defense organizations
will share as donees of surplus property
with health and education departments
in the various States. The bill has been
highly recommended by Governor Peter-
son of the civil-defense organization.
The committee held hearings on the bill,
and reported it unanimously. There is
no objection to it. The bill has the sup-
port of the Bureau of the Budget and all
other agencies of the Government. I
hope the Senate will pass the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
gﬁ}endment and the third reading of the

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H. R. 7227) was read the
third time and passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“An act to amend the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of 1949,
as amended, to authorize the disposal of
surplus property for civil-defense pur-
poses, and for other purposes.”

PAYMENT FOR CERTAIN IMPROVE-
MENTS IN RAPID VALLEY UNIT,
SOUTH DAKOTA, MISSOURI RIVER
BASIN PROJECT

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
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House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 1622) to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to make payment for certain
improvements located on public lands in
the Rapid Valley unit, South Dakota, of
the Missouri River Basin project, and for
other purposes, which were on page 1,
lines 4 and 5, strike out “of the Rapid
Valley unit, South Dakota,”; on page 2,
line 5, strike out “$18,383 as reimburs-
able” and insert “$16,382 as reimburse-
ment’’; on page 2, line 7, after “thereof”
insert “on other lands”, and on page 2,
line 10, strike out “13” and insert “30.”

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on
June 19, the House of Representatives
passed S. 1622, with certain corrective or
clarifying amendments recommended by
the Department of the Interior. I have
conferred with members of the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs and with the sponsor of the bill
(Mr. CasE of South Dakota). All are
agreeable to accepting the House amend-
ments.

1, therefore, move that the Senate con-
cur in the House amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from New Mexico.

The motion was agreed to.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 1957

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
move that at the conclusion of today’'s
business of the Senate H. R. 10986, an act
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other purposes,
be made the pending order of business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The motion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RES-
OLUTIONS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following en-
rolled bills and joint resolutions, and
they were signed by the President pro
tempore: -

H.R.2106. An act to provide that the en-
listment contracts or periods of obligated
service of members of the Armed Forces shall
not terminate by reason of appointment as
cadets or midshipmen at the Military, Naval,
Air Force, or Coast Guard Academies, or as
midshipmen in the Naval Reserve, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 10060. An act to amend the District
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act
of 1953, as amended;

H. J. Res. 533. Joint resolution to facilitate
the admission into the United States of cer-
tain aliens;

H. J. Res. 534. Joint resolution to walve cer-
tain provisions of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act in behalf of certain aliens;

H. J. Res. 535. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain aliens;

H. J. Res. 553. Joint resolution walving cer-
tain subsections of section 212 (a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act in behalf of
certain aliens, and for other purposes;

H. J.Res. 5564. Joint resclution for the re-
lef of certain aliens;
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H. J. Res. 5556. Joint resolution to facil-
itate the admission into the United States of
certain allens; and

H. J. Res. 566. Jolnt resolution to walve cer-
tain provisions of section 212 (a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act in behalf of
certain aliens.

THE NEED FOR LIBERALIZING THE
SOCIAL SECURITY SYSTEM BY
ADDING CERTAIN BENEFITS

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I rise
to support the amendment which will
shortly be offered to provide benefits to
insured Americans at the age of 50 for
total disabilities which will be relatively
permanent in nature. Such a provision
was in the House bill which passed that
body last year by a vote of 372 to 31.
This feature, along with others, was,
however, eliminated by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, although there were
three of us, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GeorGEl, the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Low6], and myself, all members
of the Democratic Party, who voted
for it.

1. THE PROBLEM OF DISABILITY

First, let us make no mistake about
the seriousness of the problems created
by those who are totally and in large
part permanently disabled. The total
number of those so disabled has been
estimated in 1954 at 5.3 million, or 3.3
percent of the population. This includes
mental as well as physical cases—see
Social Security Bulletin, June 1955, pages
20-21. A quarter of a million of this
total were believed to be under 14 years
of age or about one-half of 1 percent of
the total number in this age group.
About 2.9 million were suffering from
long-term disability in the 14- to 64-
year age group. Since there were about
100 million persons in this very group,
this was equivalent to a long-term disa-
bility rate of 2.9 percent. For those over
64, the long-term disability rate was
much higher, namely, approximately 16
percent, with the estimated total num-
ber of the disabled amounting to about
2,150,000.

Two other overall figures are impor=-
tant. The total number of the long-
term disabled who were in institutions
was estimated at 1.2 million—Social Se-
curity Bulletin, June 1955, pages 20-21.
This includes mental patients. While
there are no definite statistics on the
numbers in this subgroup, nevertheless,
sinece there are 750,000 hospital beds for
the mentally sick, and since these are
overtaxed, it can safely be assumed that
the mentally ill furnish the large ma-
jority of the 1.2 million who are hospital-
ized with long-term disabilities.

The Social Security Administration
estimates that of the total number suf-
fering from long-term disability about
2.2 million would otherwise be in the
labor force. This is a loss of a little over
3 percent of the total labor supply. It
should be noted that all these people
are unable to work and that their loss
of earning power will either continue
throughout their life or for long periods
of time. During this entire period they
will be unable to earn and except in rare
instances cannot support themselves, let
alone aid in the support of others.
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But not only are they unable to earn
current income; their expenses are com-
monly heavier than those who are able
to work, for they require special medical
attention, appliances, medicine, and in
many cases hospital care.

All this rapidly eats up savings and
makes the disabled person dependent
upon others. Whole families are dragged
down by the crippling accidents and dis-
eases which swell the numbers of the
disabled.

We all know individual cases of fam-
ilies where literal havoc has been cre-
ated by those misfortunes. They are
vivid in our memories as individual cases.
We sometimes forget, however, how wide-
spread is this destruction and how great
is the total human and economic loss.
The mass figures which I have given may
therefore indicate the dimensions of
this very real national calamity and
strengthen our desire to do something
effective about it.

2. ATTEMPTS TO MEET IT

The proposal for benefits to those
gravely disabled is no sudden innovation.
In 1938 the advisory committee to the
Senate and to the Social Security Ad-
ministration, of which I was then a mem-
ber, recommended the ultimate adoption
of benefits for so-called total and ap-
parently permanent disability although
there was some disagreement as to when
such a system should be instituted. In
1941 the Social Security Board recom-
mended that it be adopted. In 1948, the
second advisory committee, after a long
study of the problem, voted 15 to 2 in
favor of such a system. In 1949 the
House of Representatives passed a re-
vision of the Social Security Act which
provided for benefits for total disability
without any restriction as to age. This
provision was eliminated by the Senate
Finance Committee, just as the commit-
tee has done this year to a more limited
proposal.

What we did instead, in 1950, was to
provide public assistance on a Federal-
State matching basis for those who,
though less than 65 were, according to
the advice of responsible medical opinion
and administrative determination, per-
manently and totally disabled. There
are today approximately 247,000 persons
who are receiving such assistance, plus
104,000 blind who have been granted cor-
responding assistance from the very be-
ginning of the Social Security Act.

3. THE WEAKNESSES OF THE ASSISTANCE

SYSTEM

There are, however, many critical
weaknesses in this assistance system. In
the first place there are seven States
which have not accepted the Federal-
State matching system, and which there-
fore are not making such payments.
These States are Arizona, California,
Indiana, Iowa, Eentucky, Nevada, and
Texas—see testimony of Secretary Fol-
som, hearings, page 1263, and other ma-
terial. I should also add the Territory
of Alaska. Omne-fifth of the population
of the country lives in those States, and
is therefore outside the scope of such
protection. Furthermore, in many of the
States which do grant aid to the dis-
abled, the program is so restrictive that
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an individual must be virtually helpless
to qualify. Secondly, in order to get
such assistance the disabled in the re-
maining States must be subjected to a
means test. This, in most cases, is very
rigorous. In the majority of States
they must first have used up virtually
all of their liguid assets. Then, if they
own their own home, reversionary rights
are taken by the State in such assets.
Children and close relatives are directly
responsible for the maintenance of their
parents, and assistance is not given if
the younger generation has any ability
to shoulder the load.

These restrictions are probably neces-
sary in any system of public assistance.
But they should be frankly recognized
for what they are. They mean that the
disabled, like the aged, must in most
cases be virtually destitute and stripped
of all resources before they can qualify
for assistance. In addition to all the
pain and sacrifice which the disabled
must undergo, they must also be ground
down close to the bloodless pulp of des-
titution and forced to sacrifice virtually
all savings and assets before they can
receive aid.

In fact, this so-called assistance is,
indeed, much like the old-fashioned re-
lief. It is more liberally financed and
more certain than the old-time relief.
But it is still humiliating and relatively
inadequate. It is humiliating because
the disabled man or woman has to fill
out forms pleading not only poverty,
but virtual destitution. Then the per-
sonal affairs and financial standing of
the applicant are subjected to a detailed
probing which is embarrassing to all,
and still further humiliating to most.
And then even if assistance is granted,
it is in the barest amounts which will
just enable the disabled person to exist.
The ingenuity of budgetary experts and
of social workers are all harnessed in
this cause. Supervision over the ex-
penditures which the disabled and aged
can make is lodged with the case work-
ers who have a large degree of discipli-
nary power over the recipients if the dis-
tribution of their expenditures differs
appreciably from those that have been
recommended. It is small wonder that
the disabled do not like this system,
which they feel erodes their self-respect.

That the relief is still relatively inade-
quate is seen by the fact that the averaze
monthly payment for the disabled, for
the country as a whole, amounted to
only $56.43 in February of this year.
About $8 of this was in the form of
medical care paid for by the welfare
authorities. This meant that the aver-
age monthly cash assistance amounted
to only around $48 a month. This was
about the equivalent of $24 in 1939, since
the cost of living has almost doubled
since that time. There were moreover
eight States in June of last year where
the combined cash and medical benefits
amounted to less than $40 a month and,
of course, a still larger number whose
cash benefits were less than this amount.

The hardships of total and long-con-
tinued disability are in fact even more se-
vere than those of old age, for the aged
customarily accumulate more reserves,
and a considerable percentage of them
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retain at least some ability to earn. The
totally disabled, on the other hand, tend
to use up their reserves through their
long-continued inability to earn and in
trying to meet the costs of the medical
treatment and care which they must
undergo.
4. THE NEED FOR INSURANCE

Disabilities of so grave and serious a
nature are precisely the type for which
insurance is the most effective protection.
Only a relatively small percentage of the
population are hit by them; but those
who are, are struck with terrific force.
There are few individuals who can save
up enough to protect themselves if the
dread accident or disease should come,
for such misfortune will not wait until
the victim has accumulated an adequate
nest egg. The worker may be struck
down in early manhood, before he has ac-
cumulated any reserve, or when his fam-
ily is growing up and his resources are
strained to and beyond the limit to care
for them. And even if all men were to
save for this contingenecy, in the vast
majority of cases it would not be needed,
for the great majority escape; and these
could have spent their money for more
urgent and, to them, more necessary
purposes.

Insurance is designed to meet this very
situation and to furnish pooled protection
against losses, the total of which can
be roughly approximated, but the spe-
cific incidence of which cannot be fore-
seen.

It is better for the many to make small
payments, and hence to decrease their
incomes slightly, than for a small minor-
ity to suffer heavy and crushing losses.
What could not be borne by the few whom
grave misfortune visits can easily be
supported by the many, all of whom are
endangered, even though the vast major-
ity ultimately escape. In addition, be-
cause of insurance, all will worry less be-
cause one fear will be reduced or re-
moved. People will sleep better at night,
and will be happier and more productive
by day.

This is the fundamental justification
of life, fire, accident, and marine insur-
ance, It is better for each of a thou-
sand homeowners to pay $15 a year in
premiums for $15,000 of insurance on
their homes, than for the one household-
er whose home does burn to suffer the
full loss of $15,000.

This is exactly the case with erippling
disability. Individual and voluntary dis-
ability insurance is an excellent thing.
Those who sell and manage it are per-
forming useful service. But we cannot
depend solely, and probably not even pri-
marily, upon it. In the first place, the
immediate needs of a family are so press-
ing that well-meaning and even prudent
individuals will tend to let this contin-
gency rest in the background of their
consciousness, and frust to their good
fortune to bring them through. Just as
the average soldier going into battle does
not expect to be killed or seriously
wounded, so does the average worker be-
lieve that he will go through life rela-
tively unscathed.

Those who are already sick, and who
believe that they will become sicker, and
those who are afflicted with one or more
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ills of the flesh, will want to insure
pgainst the greater blows which they be-
lieve or fear may fall upon them. The
insurance companies naturally try to
protect themselves against this tendency
by very stringent health requirements, so
as to cut down their losses. This in it-
self shuts out from protection a large
portion of those who need assistance the
most.

Even with all these precautions, how-
ever, there is an adverse selection of
risks, so that the insurance companies
in self-protection have to raise their
rates in order to provide for their heavier
loss ratio. This makes it harder for
those in moderately good health who do
want to protect themselves to pay the
cost of such insurance, and hence tends
to deter them from taking it out. If all
were to share the burden of financial
support, the average cost to the insured
would be markedly lower. General
coverage is, therefore, highly desirable,

Bringing those almost completely dis-
abled for long periods of time under the
Social Security System will be far better
than to depend solely on either disability
assistance or voluntary insurance.

Such protection will be at once more
adequate and more self-respecting pro-
tection than that which old-age assist-
ance can give. Under the insurance
system, for which half of the cost has
been paid by the covered workers and
the other half by their employers, the
disability benefits are paid as a right,
not as a gratuity. There is no humiliat-
ing means test. Once it is determined
that the covered worker is so seriously
disabled as to be unable to engage in any
substantial gainful activity, then at age
50, and subject to conditions which will
be stated later, he becomes eligible for
benefit, without regard to whether he is
destitute. As we shall see, certain rather
rigid requirements are imposed to check
fraud and malingering, but these tests
do not deal with whether the insured is
poverty-stricken. The aim is, instead, to
give the disabled person aid before he is
destitute, so that he and his family may
be spared this worry and hardship.

The benefits which are to be given are
also on the average more generous than
the aid given under disability assistance,
This is shown by the following table:

Workers’| Percent

Average previous monthly monthly | benefits

earnings disability| of earn-

benefits | ings

£100 $55, 55
L A e R e SRR R AT 68, 50 46
;L S R IO e 78. 50 30
$250. 88, 50 a5
S SRR e A SRS o S R 08, 50 a3
$350 108, 50 31

! There are of course some disabled workers living in
States with high assistance payments, but whose pre-
vious wages were low, who would get more under dis-
ability assistance than disability insurance, But these
would be very much in the minority. In these cases, as
in old age, both insurance benefits and assistance could
be given.

The average benefit which will be paid
will be between $75 and $80, or $20 more
than the average assistance payment,
including medical benefits.

It should be realized that, although
the disabled worker who is over 50 re-
ceives the same benefit as he individually
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would be entitled to after 65 years under
old-age insurance, he is not entitled to
added benefits for a wife or other de-
pendents. No dependency benefit is at-
tached to this proposal.

We are, in faet, trying to do for long-
term disability in 1956 what we did for
old age in 1935 and for premature death
in 1939, namely, to replace assistance by
insurance. In 1935, we designed old-age
insurance as the method by which old-
age assistance was ultimately to be sup-
planted or greatly reduced. While in the
early years of the Social Security Sys-
tem, the number of those receiving old-
age assistance was much greater than
those receiving insurance benefits, be-
cause eligibility had not then been ac-
quired by those in the insurance system,
this has been reversed in recent years,
as more and more acquired eligibility.
Today 4% millions are receiving old-age
insurance benefits, as compared with the
215 million receiving old-age assistance.

With the broadened coverage of the
Social Security Act, which now includes
approximately 90 percent of the gain-
fully employed, this disparity will be still
further increased. This is all to the
good. The American people have de-
cided that they want self-respecting in-
surance, rather than public relief. The
attempts which were recently made by
the United States Chamber of Commerce
and others to abandon the insurance
principle throughout the Social Security
System, and to rely, instead, solely upon
assistance, have now been given up, for
when they were exposed to the light of
day, they collapsed, and they have now
gone where the woodbine twineth,

It is the same with disability. Self-
respecting insurance is better than hu-
miliating relief; and I feel confident that
American workers are willing to pay
their share of the extra cost. This has
been estimated on a level-premium basis
by Robert J. Myers, the actuary for the
Social Security Board, at .42 of 1 percent.
I think I should add that Mr. Myers’ cost
estimates have been found to be sub-
stantially accurate up to date. To the
degree that they have erred, it has been
on the conservative side, with an over-
statement of probable costs.

5. THE OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED

The objections to insurance against
disability which were advanced in the
hearings, and which have been raised in
public discussion, seem to be approxi-
mately four in number: It is objected,
first, that the medical determination of
eligibility would be very difficult, and that
an undue and improper strain would be
placed upon doctors and would lead to
abuses; second, that the payment of total
disability benefits would lead to wide-
spread malingering, because of the desire
of the beneficiaries to obtain the security
of the disability payments, rather than
face the uncertainties of the competitive
world; third, that the payment of these
benefits would retard the medical and
vocational rehabilitation of the disabled,
which, it is urged, is more important than
their cash compensation; fourth, that it
would cost too much.

Let us consider each of these objections
in turn. Perhaps the best answer to the
first objection is that the determination
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of disability is already being made in
many hundreds of thousands of cases,
and is being conducted with substantial
satisfaction. Veterans, railway workers,
those in Federal employ, under State and
local government retirement plans, and
those in the employ of large numbers of
private companies are already eligible for
benefits for long-term disability.

The following are receiving long-term
disability benefits from Government ad-
ministered systems:

1. Veterans (with 70 percent or more

disability) :
WoRld Wt 1o o a s oo Lol 41, 000
ey VT N R S 18, 000
World War II_____ .. ._._. 128, 000
Regular Establishment._.______ 10, 000
2. Railroad retirement...__._.._ ... 85, 000
3. Federal civil service___.._______. 57.000
4, Federal noncontributing _..____ 81, 000
5. State and local government re-
tirement plans 45, 000
Total 466, 000

As Mr. Nelson H. Cruikshank, director
of department of social security, AFL-~
CIO, has cogently observed:

Persons who say that the Government can-
not administer a disability program appar-
ently shut their eyes to the fact that it is
administering a number of such programs.

Nearly half a million are receiving dis-
ability benefits from publicly adminis-
tered funds. In addition, many thou-
sands are being paid under private plans,
while workmen’s compensation for in-
dustrial accidents creates a large addi-
tional caseload.

In addition to those receiving benefits
for virtually total disability, large num-
bers have been examined, and their cases
considered, under the disability freeze
which Congress enacted in 1954. By this
provision, those who were adjudged, be-
cause of physical or mental impairment,
to be unable fo engage in gainful activity
which could be expected to result either
in death or in a long-continued and in-
definite term of disability, had their old-
age-benefit rights continued as of the
date of their disability. The fact that
they had not been able to be covered
during the period of disability, and hence
did not make contributions to the fund
during that time, was not allowed to
count against them, so far as receiving
old-age benefits at age 65 was concerned.

To carry out this provision, it was
necessary to devise a procedure for de-
termining such long-term disability.
The administration was put in the hands
of State authorities, generally the boards
of vocational rehabilitation, which
passed on the reports made to them by
members of the medical profession and
with ultimate appeal to the Social Sa-
curity Administration and presumably
to the courts.

According to the most recent reports
which I have seen, the claims of approxi-
mately 105,000 persons for such a “freeze”
have been processed. Approximately
65,000 have been granted and about
40,000 rejected. It is thus apparent that
the claimants have not ridden rough-
shod over the administrative agencies.
These have indeed shown marked re-
straint in certifying persons to be en-
titled to such a freeze.
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The most interesting thing about this
illustration is that the definition of what
is long-term disability and the procedure
for determining it is the same under the
George amendment to this bill, upon
which we shall shortly vote, as it is under
the freeze provisions of the 1954 act
which I have just described. Since all
this has worked efficiently under the
“freeze,” why could it not work efficiently
under the George amendment.

I have studied very carefully the ob-
jections which the representatives of the
various medical societies have made
against the payment of benefits for so-
called long-term disabilities. Appar-
ently they boil down to this: There is
said to be a subjective as well as an
objective factor in disability. Some men
may consciously or unconsciously decide
to give up the struggle. They will either
develop psychosomatic ailments which
will apparently disable them or will feign
them. They will claim or honestly be-
lieve themselves to be afflicted with ail-
ments which are essentially nondiag-
nosable. Headaches, backaches, and so
forth, are frequenily of this nature.
Cases of rheumatism and arthritis, when
traced to their roots, are often similarly
caused.

It is, therefore, argued that essentially
all these cases are nondiagnosable. Un-
der these circumstances, many claim that
doctors would be under great pressure to
certify applicants as being more or less
totally and permanently disabled, even
though, in faet, they might not be. For,
it is argued, if doctors acquire a reputa-
tien of being tough, they will lose pa-
tients who will, instead, flock to the doc-
tors who hand out certificates of dis-
ability with a flowing and uncritical
hand.

I have, apparently, a higher opinion of
the medical profession than many of its
official representatives. I believe that
the overwhelming majority of the doc-
tors of the country are scrupulously hon-
est in their diagnosis. I do not believe
them to be venal, and I will defend their
characters and their professional integ-
rity against the implications which have
been leveled against them by some of
their official spokesmen. Of course,
there are probably a few black sheep and
some weaklings in their profession, as in
all others. But I believe they will be de-
‘tected rather quickly and their findings
will be properly discounted.

This brings us to a basic misunder-
standing or misrepresentation of what
the role of the physician will be in the
administrative process. The represent-
atives of the American Medical Associa-
tion seem to assume that the doctors will
be the men who determine whether or
not a claimant is to receive benefits. But
this is not the case.

What the doctors will do is to furnish
medical information to a State board,
which then makes the determination
both on the medical and other informa-
tion. This State board, under the freeze,
now consists typically of another doctor
and a lay member. In this way the doc-
tors are made consultants rather than
State functionaries, and at the same
time are largely freed frcm the pressure
to which their spokesmen persist in
claiming that they would be subjected.
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The definition of a compensable case
is quite clear and concise. As has been
stated, it is identical with that used for
the disability freeze, namely:

The term “disability” means inability to
engage in any substantial gainful aetivity by
reason of any medically determinable physi-
cal or mental impairment which can be ex-
pected to result in death or to be of long con-
tinued and indefinite duration.

Under this provision in the “freeze” de-
termination of disability, a number of
commonsense rulings and precedents
have been established which will be of
ereat help in making similar determina-
tions for disability benefits. The admin-
istrative machinery on the State level
has already been set up and is operating.
The trail, in short, has been blazed and
the way laid out. We have accumulated
the experience and the know-how which
should enable the benefits to be efficiently
administered.

It should also be clearly understood
that in addition to the rather precise
tests of disability which are set up, four
further requisites for eligibility are pre-
scribed—all of which must be satisfied:
first, the individual must have had 1'%
years of coverage under social security
out of the last 3 years; second, he must
have had 5 years of coverage in the last
10 years; third, there must have been
coverage for half of the time since 1950,
or alternatively for 10 years; and finally,
fourth, the disability must have been in
existence for at least 6 years before
monthly benefits will be payable.

All these qualifications, when added
to the fact that only those who are 50
years and over are eligible, constitute a
very tough set of conditions. While com-
plications are introduced by carrying
over the “freeze” provisions for the deter-
mination of the disability benefit, these
are not unduly serious. They are ex-
plained in a technical statement ap-
pended to my remarks. In short, while
there will still be problems, they can be
solved. If we are ever to be ready to
handle disability benefits, we now are.
And the circumstances under which the
George amendment will be carried out
could not be more favorable.

Perhaps it should be added for those
who believe in decentralized and State
rather than Federal administration, that
this is precisely what is provided for un-
der the George amendment. The deter-
mination and administration will be in
the hands of State authorities, with the
Social Security Administration merely
setting general standards and acting as
upper reviewing and appeals body.

In the hearings there are about 10
pages of fine print discussing in great
detail the administrative procedures
which are followed in determining dis-
ability under the “freeze” provision. It
is presumed that these procedures will
be followed if the George amendment is

adopted. A careful study of them will,
I believe, show that the criticisms ad-
vanced by a great many people against
disability benefits are not well founded.

The second and third objections to
providing disability benefits, namely, that
they will greatly stimulate malingering
and impede the rehabilitation of the dis-
abled, are really two phases of the same
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set of feared dangers and hence may
properly be considered together.

What so many of the doctors seem to
be afraid of is that once the disabled are
in receipt of benefits they may become
reconciled to the idea that they are dis-
ebled and hence will not strive to re-
habilitate themselves either physically
or occupationally. It will be easier, it is
said, to keep on drawing benefits and to
stay out of the stream of productive
activity.

It is undeniable that there is some-
thing to this objection. But the ques-
tion is whether it should be controlling.
Many of us have carefully considered
this question for many years—I have
thought about it for 20 years—and have
come to the conclusion that this tend-
ency can be largely checked under the
George amendment.

For example, the disabled man or
woman will not be neglected and will still
be checked and aided once he is in re-
ceipt of benefits. Unlike the case of
old-age benefits, his right to disability
benefits is not an absolute one. If the
disabled person seems to be neglecting
opportunities for improvement, he can
be admonished and if he persists, his
situation can be reassessed.

A second variation of this fundamental
fear of subjective and often unconscious
malingering is the argument that dis-
ability benefits will impede rehabilita-
tion. Rehabilitation, it is urged, is the
all-important goal and to get men and
women restored to self-respect and self-
support we should not keep them in a
dependent position through the payment
of benefits.

1 yield to no one in my enthusiasm for
rehabilitation. I have watched wound-
ed men being rehabilitated in military
hospitals, and T am happy to have played
a part, although a very minor one, in
the improvement and expansion of these
services under the Truman administra-
tion. I rejoice in the further progress
which has been made since then. I be-
lieve that in Miss Mary Switzer, who is
heading up the rehabilitation work in
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, we have a truly magnificent
public servant. I shall support the re-
habilitation program with my full
strength.

But it is a great mistake to believe that
the benefit system set up by the George
amendment is in any real sense antag-
onistic to, or a substitute for, rehabilita-
tion. On the contrary, it not only sup-
plements, but actually strengthens, the
rehabilitation work.

Let us be clear about a very essential
fact. Rehabilitation by itself is indeed
a very imperfect way of caring for the
disabled. For there is competent medi-
cal opinion that probably not much more
than 25 percent of those above 50 years
who are so severely disabled can be re-
stored to self-support. This is a consid-
erable percentage to be sure and every
effort should be made to realize it. But,
we may ask, what about the other three-
quarters? Are they and their families to
be erushed into abject poverty? Nosane
and humane person would agree to that.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to
gxe kdlstlnguished Senator from New

ork.

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam very much inter-
ested in the Senator’s remarks on this
subject. He and I served together for
many years on the Labor and Public
Welfare Committee, and we had before
us many questions dealing with rehabili-
tation.

I am sure the Senator from Illinois
will recall that at the hearings a great
deal of testimony was given to the effect
that there is today a backlog of more
than 2 million cases of physically handi-
capped people in this country, and that
the number is inereasing at the rate of
250,000 a year. On the other hand, we
are rehabilitating, or seeking to rehabil-
itate, only 50 or 60 thousand a year. As
the Senator will surely recall, there was
a great deal of testimony from the head
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, and from important mem-
bers of his staff, to the effect that for
every dollar the United States spends in
rehabilitating people, $5 is returned to
the United States, through making a per-
son self-supporting again, able to bear
his share of the burden, and to pay taxes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
New York is entirely correct. He is quite
right about the importance of rehabili-
tation. However, the point I was trying
to make is that even if we were to do as
good a job as we could, probably in three-
quarters of the eases over the age of 50
rehabilitation would not be effective.
Therefore we must have some method
of taking care of people who cannot be
rehabilitated.

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully understand
what the distinguished Senator from
Illinois is pointing out, and I am in com-
plete agreement with him. But I have
been disturbed and distressed for a long
time because the very people who are
opposing the George amendment or an
amendment similar to the George
amendment are the ones who have con-
stantly, consistently, and vigorously op-
posed the Government's taking any ade-
quate steps whatsoever to rehabilitate
the physically handicapped. Even this
very year a wholly inadequate amount of
money has been appropriated for that
purpose.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe the Sena-
tor from New York is correct. When
we try to do one thing, we are told that
we should do the other; when we try to
do the other, we are told that we should
do the first.

Mr. LEHMAN. Personally—and I am
sure I speak for the other members of
the committee—I very much regret that
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
is no longer a member of the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, on which
he served so devotedly and so effectively.
My only consolation is that he is being
replaced by a very excellent man, too,
the present occupant of the chair.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
from New York. I, too, in many ways
regret the transfer.

The objectors, moreover, seem to
ignore the fact that under the George
amendment the disabled man is required
to avail himself of the services of the
State rehabilitation agencies upon pen-
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alty of losing his benefits. Thus, the
scope and importance of rehabilitation
work would be greatly increased rather
than decreased by the adoption of the
George amendment and a powerful en=-
forcing device would be imposed to pre-
vent rehabilitation from being shirked.
This is a big improvement over the 1950
provision for disability benefits which
was passed by the House and rejected by
the Senate Finance Committee. For that
bill had no such provision in it and the
payment of benefits was almost com-
pletely divorced from rehabilitation. I
can well remember urging some of the
sponsors of the 1950 bill to include such
a requirement, as well as my strong feel-
ings of doubt over its absence.

But as I have said, this lack has now
been removed and the inclusion of this
requirement should remove all legitimate
grounds for opposition. Sometimes it
seems to me that the opponents ignore
the changes that have been made in the
draft and do not realize that rehabili-
tation can be required as a condition of
receiving benefits.

To make the transition into gainful
employment much easier, it is provided
that the benefits will continue in effect
during the first year of substantial gain-
ful activity. In this way, everything the
disabled man earns during this trial pe-
riod will be so much added income in-
stead of merely reducing his insurance
benefit, In this way, an added induce-
ment is given to disabled men and women
to rehabilitate themselves and then, as
they acquire more confidence and ability
during the iritial year, they will be able
to strike out for themselves and become
completely self-supporting.

Finally, as the American Medical Asso-
ciation itself has pointed out in another
connection, the payment of disability
benefits should actually make rehahilita-
tion more possible and effective. The
fact seems to have been lost sight of that
the house of delegates of the AMA
approved in December of 1955, only 6
months ago, a report of a special com-
mittee on medical relations in workmen'’s
compensation. I hold this report in my
hand and ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in its entirety at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
at the conclusion of Senator DoucLas’
remarks.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, let me
read some salient paragraphs of the re-
port:

The physiclan’s interest involves recogni-
tion that the amount and method of indem-
nification have a direct and important bear-
ing on an effective rehablilitation raglme.
While overgenerous indemnity can dull the
will for rehabilitation, inadequate indem-
nity requirements can destroy an employer’s
incentive to support rehablilitation by pro-
viding him with an easier or cheaper alterna-
tive. More important, inadequate indem-
nity can lower patient morale, or force return
to gainful employment in advance of clear-
cut medical indications.

I should like to call especial attention
to this last sentence, that an inadequate
indemnity can lower patient morale.
This point is developed at length in sub-
sequent paragraphs of this same report.
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Now, I think this is good common-
sense, and I commend our friends in the
American Medical Association for it.
But I cannot understand how the
American Medical Association can en-
dorse adequate benefits as an aid to the
rehabilitation of the industrially dis-
abled, and yet simultaneously condemn
in an unmeasured and unrestrained
manner the payment of similar benefits
for the long-term disabled as an entire
group. This is certainly not understand-
able from the standpoint either of logic
or of medical reasoning. The American
Medical Association in this respect is in-
deed like the character in Stephen Lea-
cock’s story who mounted his horse and
rode off in all directions. I can only con-
clude that the attitude of the leaders of
the American Medical Association, on
this as on so many other guestions of
social policy is largely shaped by their
political and social prejudices and lik-
ings. These doctors say they are opposed
to state medicine, but many of them
seem to want to create a medical state.
Thus, a leading candidate for the presi-
dency of the American Medical Associa-
tion, without having personally exam-
ined any of the men in question, has
solemnly announced that the President,
after a critical heart attack and a major
operation, is in better physical condition
than any of his various Demoecratic ri-
vals. It is about time that the rank and
file of the profession expressed their dis-
approval both of politics in medicine
and medicine in politics.

The fourth objection to the George
amendment is that it will cost too much.
As I have pointed out, the actuary for
the Social Security Administration,
Robert J. Myers, has made an interme-
diate estimate of cost which is between
the high and low estimates. On a level
premium basis through time, this aver-
age was set at forty-two one hundredths
of 1 percent of the covered payroll. In
the beginning, the cost would be much
less than this. Mr. Myers estimates
that in the first year, approximately
250,000 persons would draw disability
benefits totaling a little over $200 mil-
lion at an average cost of about one=-
sixth of 1 percent of the covered pay-
roll. This number would probably in-
crease in 25 years to a total of around
1 million persons and a payroll cost of
around $900 million, or about two-thirds
of 1 percent of the covered earnings.

But the surplus accumulated during
the earlier years, on a forty-two one
hundredths of 1 percent contribution
plus accumulated interest, would prob-
ably be sufficient according to Dr. Myers
to meet the costs into the foreseeable
future—it should be noted that this is an
intermediate cost estimate based on the
assumption of high-level employment.

To provide an assessment of one-half
of 1 percent of payroll, distributed
equally between employer and employee
should, therefore, provide a safety fac-
tor of nearly one-tenth of 1 percent or
one-fifth of the basic estimates.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Louisiana, who has
played such a magnificent part in this
whole fight.
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Mr. LONG. The Senator was very
gracious in permitting me to look at an
advance copy of his remarks, which T ap-
preciate very much. 1 completely agree
with the Senator’'s position. ‘The speech
he is making is one of the best speeches
that has ever been made on the subject
of disability insurance.

I completely agree with him that
spreading the risk with small payments,
which everyone can afford, is the way to
take care of disability. It is certainly
far better than the public welfare ap-
proach, which requires that the person
applying for relief be needy, that he have
no means of getting other assistance, or
that his relations cannot help him, or
similar situations.

The idea of preserving a person’s pride
and self-respect, by having him pay for
the insurance which he receives in pay-
ments, appeals to me.

We can say, of course, that the man
who receives the smallest percentage re-
turn with regard to the amount he pays
in is the person in the upper brackeis.
For example, a man who makes as much
as $4,200 or more a year will receive in
disability payments only about 31 per-
cent of his earnings, whereas a person
who earns $100 a month receives about
55 percent of his earnings.

I believe that when it is worked out,
it will be found that a person would be
paying about 75 cents a month to insure
himself against disability, and that his
employer would be paying 75 cents a
month also.

When such a man lost his job because
of disability he would be in a position to
draw, starting at age 50, a total of ap-
proximately $19,000, to carry him from
the time he was 50 years of age until he
was 65.

That is certainly a large amount of
assistance for a person to receive in the
event he is disabled, to offset the terrific
hardship which his disability in all prob-
ability would entail. It is a rather high
payment, and I am sure that almost every
workman in the country would be willing
to pay such a small amount for that kind
of protection.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana. Tt comes to about $10
a year. I regard that as a good invest-
ment. The Senator from Louisiana the
other day made his case on the floor of
the Senate. He made it very succinctly
in a few sentences. He made the very
‘best brief statement of the issue that I
have ever heard. If people will only
realize what is involved here, they will
cease to make many of their objections,

I may say that this is mot only insur-
ance, but it is social insurance. In social
insurance it is possible to introduce a
principle which it is not possible to in-
troduce in private insurance, namely,
some sharing of the benefits and some of
the allecation of the costs,

Social security is good for everyone in
most circumstances. Its broader effect
is to give a greater proportionate benefit
1o those who are most in need, on the
Christian principle of “Share ye with
one another your burdens.”

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS, I yield.
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Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that,
as the Senator from Tllinois and the Sen-
ator from Louisiana have pointed out,
unless we adopt a plan of disability in-
surance such as is provided in the George
amendment, the only alternative is that
a great number of the men who are per-
manently and totally disabled will neces-
sarily become objects of charity?

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.
There is no alternative that I can think
of, except using up one’s private re-
sources.

Mr. LEHMAN. In many cases there
are no private resources to draw on,
because those private resources usually
have already been consumed and the
families are poor and are unable to take
care of the person. As I see it, the only
alternative is for the person to become
an object of charity.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Eenator from Ilinois yield further?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG. One thing which I do not
understand is why some people who
appreciate the need of this type of in-
surance oppose it so vigorously. I have
in mind the American Medical Associa-
tion. It wasonlya year ago that spokes-
men for the American Medical Associa-
tion came before the committee and
asked us to pass a bill giving them a tax
deduction to assist them in insuring
themselves against disability.

In other words, the doctor recognizes
that if he should go blind, for instance,
he could not continue his practice as a
doctor. So they came before the com-
mittee and asked for a tax deduction.
Most doctors are in a relatively high
income-tax bracket. If we had adopted
that proposal, it would have meant that
Unecle Sam was picking up about 50 per-
cent of the check. That is what it would
have amounted to.

Under such a proposal the cost of dis-
ability insurance for doctors would have
heen about the same cost to the doctors
as it would have been if they had placed
themselves under social security because
the social-security program costs only
about half as much as it would cost to
take out similar insurance with a private
company. The working man wants
what the doctors want. If it is good
enough for the doctors, it should be good
enough for the workingmen.

Mr. DOUGLAS. They want to be taken
care of under the social-security system.

Mr. LONG. That is correct. The
doctors constitute the only large remain-
ing group of professional people who are
opposed to social security. The lawyers
asked to be taken under this system.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is in the case

of young lawyers.
. Mr. LONG. Yes. But they learned
what it was all about. In the great city
of Cleveland, the lawyers started to wake
up to what the social-security system
was all about. Some of them came be-
fore us at the time the American Bar
Association was against the social-se-
curity system.

They had a discussion group. Two
men debated in favor of social security
and two men debated against it. After
the debate was concluded before the
whole group of attorneys, they proceeded
to take a vote of all the attorneys present
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as to whether they were for or against
lawyers being covered by social security.
Every lawyer present, including those
who had conducted the debate, voted in
favor of social security. They were con-
vinced, after they had studied the sub-
Jject, that it was the best type of insur-
ance for the cost that could be devised.

The only group of professional people
who will be left out, after we pass this
bill, will be the doctors and the chiro-
practors. I understand the chiroprac-
tors want to be considered in the same
category with doctors, and I can under-
stand why. It somewhat dignifies them
to be in the same category with doctors.
Those are the only professional groups
of any consequence that will not be cov-
ered by social security after we pass this
bill,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course, there are
some members of the medical profession
who do wish to be included.

Mr. LONG. Iwould be willing to leave
out the doctors, so long as a majority of
them do not want to be under Social
Security. If they do not want it, that is
alright with me. But I do not see why
the doctors should send a representative
from every medieal association in the
United States to testify against letting
the workingman purchase that which
the workingman wants to buy.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is re-
ferring to disability insurance, is he not?

Mr. LONG. Yes. They do not want
the working man to have what is good
for the doctors. If they do not want it,
they can be left out. Butf I do not see
why they should oppose letting the work-
ingman have something for which he
is willing to pay.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am greatly dis-
appointed that they are opposing it, and
I hope Members of the Senate will not
be overpowered by their opposition. It
is true that the American Medical Asso-
ciation had a powerful influence in the
1952 elections, though I do not think it
was as great as was claimed by them.
They claim credit for defeating several
Members of the Senate,

Mr. LONG. I believe the proposal is,
in a sense, a subsidy for the medical
profession, because, if we consider the
disabling diseases, it will be found that
4he fop one in the list is heart disease
with hardening of the arteries. Anyone
who has that disease meeds a doctor.
How can such a person pay the doctor?
He cannot work. He would be able to
pay his doctor bill if he had disability
assistance,

I believe arthritis is next on the list.
Tf a man has arthritis, he needs a doctor.

Cancer of the blood tops the list of the
various kinds of cancer. A person with
such a disease needs a doctor.

Polio is one of the top disablers. Peo-
ple suffering from that disease need
doctors. They have to have doctors to
look after them from day to day. The
income realized from social security dis-
g,?:;illity insurance would pay the doctor
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One of these days, the medical assoeci-
ation will wake up to the fact that when
Ppayments are made for these various
disabling diseases, the doctor will be one
of the persons sharing in the check.
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Why they have not fisured that out up
to this time, I cannot understand.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iyield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not at all sur-
prised, because I have seen a similar at-
titude taken in many other activities af-
fecting the health of the people.

The American Medical Association is
opposing social security on the ground
that the people could and should be re-
habilitated. But as governor of a great
State for many years, and as a member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare of the Senate, I do not recall
any occasion whatsoever when the
American Medical Association tried to
use its influence to obtain appropriations
sufficient to advance the cause of re-
habilitation. They just have not done
that. I have the greatest admiration
for most medical practitioners. Indi-
vidual doctors frequently make tremen-
dous sacrifices. I am not referring to
them but to the American Medical As-
sociation. The officers and governing
body of the American Medical Associa-
tion have opposed social security as they
have opposed so many ofher things
which are necessary to the welfare of
the people, and to which the people are
entitled.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think one of the
tragedies of modern life in America has
been the fact that doctors who are so
generous and kind in their individual
treatment of patients have allowed
themselves to be governed by an inner
clique of physicians to the well-to-do
who do not have a great deal of personal
contact with the problems of poor peo-
ple, and who are largely the articulate
members of the various medical societies.
As a result, they have opposed in all too
many cases measures which would really
help the health and welfare of the
American people. I think it has been a
tragedy that they have adopted such an
attitude.

Mr. President, I have said that the
assistance will be ample to meet the
costs.

Our critics, however, claim that this
would not be enough and say that the
tendency toward malingering and the
way in which the disability rate rose
under private plans during the great de-
pression of the thirties is clear indica-
tion that the costs might be double
Myers' intermediate estimate.

Here it should be noted, however, that
real efforts will be made to root out and
discourage malingering and that the ex-
perience of the thirties is no guide. For
then, there was no unemployment insur-
ance and men who were out of work and
deprived of income were at once adverse-
1y affected from a physical and mental
standpoint and, at the same time, came
to look upon the receipt of private dis-
ability benefits as a way out of their
tragic situation.

Our people are now better protected
than they were during the great depres-
sion. Because of unemployment insur-
ance, their income does not stop when
their job ceases. This relieves the temp-
tation to use disability benefits as pro=
tection against unemployment, while it
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also lessens the danger of psychoso-
matic sickness.

Probably a major reason for the diffi-
culties of private companies with dis-
ability insurance was the problem of
writing into contracts language which
would cover all possible cases of dis-
ability. However, this problem does not
arise with respeect to this legislation, be-
cause the determination as to disability
is an administrative one. Experience
with the disability freeze indicates that
the determination of disability can be
tough but fair.

Dr. Myers’ estimates are conservative
because he assumes that the average
earnings per covered worker will con-
tinue to be the same as in 1954. This
is a proper assumption for an actuary
to make,

At the same time, we know it has
not been true in the past and that there
is little likelihood that it will be true in
the future. Weekly earnings are, in-
stead, nearly twice what they were in
1945, and between 3 and 4 times what
they were in 1935, when the Social Se-
curity Act was launched. Even if the
price level were to remain constant, the
increase in per capita productivity and,
hence in average money earnings, will
in all likelihood send up the total
amounts taken into the system by not
far from 2 percent a year. Sinee bene-
fits paid out under these conditions do
not increase as rapidly as total contribu-
tions, a large further margin of safety
is built into the system. Due to the fact
that while benefits are 55 percent of aver-
age earnings up to $110 a month, they
are only 20 percent of earnings above
that figure.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. LONG. I believe the Senator has
outlined what the cost of this program
would be.

Mr. DOUGLAS. According to Dr.
Myers' estimate, forty-two one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent of covered payroll
on a level premium basis.

Mr. LONG. When the program goes
into full effect for those who are dis-
abled, after they have achieved eligi-
bility over some period of time, there
will be some increase in the cost of the
program.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is right.

Mr. LONG. But from that point for-
ward, there is no reason to believe that
the cost of the program will increase,

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is right.

Mr, LONG. Because there will not be
an increase of disabled persons, on a per-
centage basis.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. Therefore, when we shall
have assumed the normal case burden of
‘disabled persons, the number could not
be expected to increase, as would be the
case with the aged. :

Mr. DOUGLAS. The percentage will
not increase relative to the working
‘population.

Mr. LONG. The percentage of per-
‘sons disabled will not increase, as would
be the case with the aged, because it is
expected that persons will live longer and
longer. For that reason, there will be an
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inereasing number of people over the age
of 65. However, that situation does not
apply to disabled persons, and there is
no reason to believe, after the normal
caseload is reached, that there will be an
increase percentagewise in the number of
disabled.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is right.

‘We should not be afraid, therefore, of
financing the benefits by an additional
tax of one-quarter of 1 percent upon em-
ployers and employees alike on earnings
up to $350 a month or $4,200 a year, and
three-eighths of 1 percent upon similar
earnings of the self-employed. If added
eontributions are needed, labor at least
would be ready to foot its share of the
bill. For the A. F. of L. and the CIO, at
their first joint convention, adopted a
resolution pledging themselves as fol-
lows:

We continue also our full support of the
increased contribution rate necessary to keep
social security soundly financed when these
increased benefits are provided.

_With this, the last objection to pro-
viding disability benefits should disap-
pear.

ol ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire resolution be printed at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, there
is still another factor., The introduction
of insurance benefits for disabilities of
persons over the age of 50 will not im-
mediately decrease by very much assist-
ance or welfare payments for those han-
dicapped, because it will take time to
build up eligibility. However, as the sys-
tem comes to cover more and more peo-
ple, it should reduce the assistance pay-
ments. Those assistance payments are
paid for entirely by the taxpayers, partly
by the taxpayers of the Federal Govern-
ment, and partly by taxpayers of the
State governments. So that what would
otherwise be a tax burden would be re-
duced in some degree by the substitution
of the insurance benefits for the assist-
ance payments, and the insurance bene-
fits would be jointly contributed by em-
ployer and employee on a self-respecting
basis for the purchase of insurance and
not for a charitable handout.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS.
yield.
~ Mr. LONG. Persons in the upper in-
come brackets should welcome the pro-
gram, because they make the major tax
payments. Some of the general revenues
into which go payments for income, cor-
poration, and inheritance taxes all help
to pay for the cost of welfare payments.
That being the case, they could expect
to have some relief, insofar as concerns
the taxes they pay on corporate and per-
sonal income. .

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to
yield.

. Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that
all those persons who would be covered
under the George amendment at age 50,

I shall be glad to
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rather than at age 65, have been mem-
bers of the system of social-security
insurance?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; that is true.

Mr. LEHMAN. Some of them have
been members of the system for a great
many years.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. In order to
meet the eligibility requirements under
the George amendment, persons must
have had a large amount of prior em-
ployent under the system—at least 5
years of covered employment.

Mr. LEHMAN. What I cannot under-
stand is the argument which has been
raised that the proposal to pay disabil-
- ity insurance at a certain age is some-
thing entirely new, that it is something
that is socialistic. As a matter of fact,
many insurance companies pay disabil-
ity insurance at certain ages, even though
the insured persons may be younger than
65 years of age. Under the policies of
some insurance companies, they pay dis-
ability insurance at any age. There is
nothing new or socialistic about the pro-
posal in any way. If is a system which
has been recognized by insurance com-
panies as far back as I can recall.

Mr. DOUGLAS. This is simply a bet-
ter method of protecting against great
risks than the method which the ma-
jority of the people can obtain for them-
selves.

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I say in conclu-
sion that the time is ripe for us to take
the next forward step in social security,
and to insure against severe, crippling,
and long-continued disability for those
over 50,

This will be an investment in self-
respect. It. will not cost much—prob-
ably less than one-half of 1 percent of
payroll.

Those who object to it are, in the
main, those who have opposed each pre-
vious step in social security. The fact
that their past fears have been proved
to be largely groundless should prevent
our being frightened by their present
claims.

I regret that the administration has
seen fit to oppose this proposal.

I regret that the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, for whom personally I always
entertain a high opinion, should have
seen fit to appear on the last day of the
hearings and to make a very vigorous
statement in opposition to the proposal.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. T yield.

Mr. LONG. I would imagine that if
the administration were to succeed in
defeating the proposal, assuming the
same administration should continue in
power for a while longer, the same pro-
posal may be sent down in an adminis-
tration bill. The administration wit-
nesses testified in such a way that they
left the door open so that they could
make their own proposal later on, after
they had succeeded in defeating the pro-
posal made in a previous Congress.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That may be the poli-
tics of the administration, but it is not
the politics of the Senator from Illinois.
If the administration were to come for-
ward with a proposal to help mankind,
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I would support it even if it originated
with the administration. And I think
it is poor policy to oppose a proposal
simply because it comes from the Demo=-
crats.

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Illinois
has had outstanding experience to qual-
ify on the subject he is discussing. That
is why I am particularly happy to have
him as a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, which handles social-security
matters, However, the Senator from
Illinois was not a member of the com-
mittee at the time hearings were held
on the bill.

I think if the Senator will review the
statement of Secretary Hobby last year,
when she was Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
he will £nd that she urged that we ought
to think about the subject, study it, and
mull over it a while, notwithstanding the
fact' that the subject has been studied
for almost 20 years.

The Senator will further find that
Secretary Folsom's testimony this time
was that we should study the matter, see
what experience will yield, and eventu-
ally they might consent to doing some-
thing like this, although he himself was
a member of the very group which stud-
ied the matter in 1948. He had 8 years
to think about it, after that very group
made its recommendation.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Louisiana has brought to mind some
memories of my own, because I was a
member of the group set up by the United
States Senate and the Social Security
Administration in 1938 to study the so-
cial-security law. Of course, I was not
a Member of this body at that time. Mr.
Folsom was a member of the same group
with me. I liked him. I still like him
very much, as a matter of fact. We held
meeting after meeting. We decided to
recommend benefits and insurance for
survivors; and we debated the question
of disability benefits. I do not remem-
ber whether he was for them or against
them. I know I was for them, although
I had great desire to tie them up with
rehabilitation and to prevent malinger-
ing. This subject has been studied by
official bodies for at least 18 years. Sec-
retary Folsom was a member of the 1938
committee, and he was a member of the
1948 committee. In 1948, I was engaged
in some other matters—in trying to get
elected to this body. So I was not a
member of that group. But certainly
there has been ample time to study it.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScorT in the chair). Does the Senator
from Illinois yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr. DOUGLAS. T yield.

Mr. LONG. If the Senator from Illi-
nois was not a member of the 1948 com-
mittee, perhaps he would not know
about this matter. But my information
is that in the 1948 committee, out of a
17-man group, 15 members recommended
that the time was ripe, and that dis-
ability insurance should then be pro-
ceeded with. Mr. Folsom and one other
member at that time said it should be
thought about and studied longer—al-
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though he had been studying it for at
least 10 years.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. Does the Senator from Il-
linois remember the name of the other
member of the committee who took that
position?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1T think it was Albert
Linton, then president, and now chair=-
man of the board, I believe, of the Provi-
dent Mutual Insurance Co.

Mr. LONG. That is correct. And
back in 1948, Mr. Folsom wanted to study
the matter further. However, these
needy persons will be dead long before
the study is completed, if we proceed at
the rate Mr. Folsom and others like him
have suggested.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to say that al-
though I think Mr. Folsom is wrong on
this matter, I have known him for almost
30 years, and he is a high-minded person
and a rather socially minded person.
But he is extremely cautious. If we had
to depend on him, I believe that no new
steps would be taken during the life of
any of us. He will administer very well
the programs which have been decided
on, but he is never found launching out
into bold new programs.

Mr. LONG. The chances are that if
we had had to proceed on the basis Mr.
Folsom prefers, we never would have had
any program such as this one.

Mr, DOUGLAS. That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr, HUMPHREY. First, I wish to
commend the senior Senator from Illi-
nois for his remarkably fine work in the
field of social security. As the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNc] has said, the
record of the Senator from Illinois in this
matter is one of years of study and of
great understanding in this area of im-
portant social-welfare legislation.

I should like to call the attention of
the Senator from Illinois to the fact that
although Mr. Folsom, for whom I, too,
have respect and admiration——

Mr. DOUGLAS. And he is a great im-
provement over his predecessor in the
Office of Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, there is no
doubt of that. But although Mr. Folsom
was engaged in studying and studying,
in postgraduate course after postgradu-
ate course, I think one must recognize
that Mr. Folsom was not really one of the
mainsprings or one of the big wheels in
the Republican organization, as such.
Mr. Folsom represents the study side of
the administration. But the Republican
Party never did study this matter. In-
stead, the Republican Party opposed it,
and just said, “No,” from the very be-
ginning.

So, really, it is quite a concession from
the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare that he even would say publicly
that he is studying these things.

Mr. Folsom is an enlightened man;
and I was delighted when he bhecame
Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. But everyone knows that any
program that a department submits to
Congress has to be the President’s pro-
gram, and is worked out through the Bu-
reau of the Budget and the White House
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organization, with its special assistants
and advisers in and out of Government;
and Mr. Folsom is doing what the Presi-
dent’s program calls for. The President's
program in regard to social security is
to study, but to oppose lowering to age
62 the eligibility for benefits for women;
to study disability; but not to do very
much about rehabilitation.

I wish to concur in what my colleagues
have said here in regard to rehabilita-
tion. I am interested in this matter,
and my record will bear out what I am
saying. I have spoken several times in
the Senate in advocating the appropria-
tion of funds for rehabilitation work and
rehabilitation facilities, and in favoring
that one of our public-health laws be
amended so as to provide funds for re-
habilitation facilities.

One of the best rehabilitation centers
in America is located at the Mayo Foun-
dation at the University of Minnesota
Medical School. Dr. Kottke is in charge
of it, and is associated there with Dr.
Frank Krusen, one of the outstanding
rehabilitation experts in the country. I
have the greatest respect for these two
gentlemen. They are friends of mine,
and I admire them.

But let me make it crystal clear that—
as has been stated here—I have not wit-
nessed any militant effort on the part
of the administration or on the part of
the medical profession to fortify the re-
habilitation programs with the facilities
and authorizations and appropriations
which are required for this program.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Minnesota is quite correct.

Let me say that a good part of Mr.
Folsom’s niceness can be attributed, I
think, to the fact that he grew up in
Georgia, and therefore presumably came
from Democratic parentage, and thus
had a good start in life, and has been
traveling for some time on the accumu-
lated moral energy furnished to him by
the Democratic Party. However, his
basic decency has suffered some erosion
from contaminating contact with the
present administration. I suggest that
on this issue he “get his batteries re-
charged.”

Mr., LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LONG. When it is stated that
the Republican Party is opposing this
program, attention should be called to
the fact that the time element is in-
volved, inasmuch as the Republican
Party is not only opposing the program
now, but has been opposing it for a great
number of years. Not only has the Re-
publican Party for a long time been op-
posing the proposal to make adequate
provisions for those who are disabled,
but the majority of the Republican Party
has also been fighting proposals to in-
crease the welfare payments to the
needy, the blind, and the aged.

The Republican administration has
been fighting the proposal to lower the
retirement age for women. The admin-
istration has been fighting that proposal
bitterly, and has been using every device
it could to defeat it.

However, I am confident that if the
bill is passed, the President will sign it;
and then, when he runs for reelection,
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he will say it is one of the great accom-
plishments of his administration. I am
as sure of that as I am certain that I am
now standing on this floor.

I recall that when, 2 years ago, we
reduced the excise taxes, the Eisenhower
administration resisted that reduction,
and did everything it could to prevent it
and defeat it. However, Congress passed
the bill, notwithstanding the adminis-
tration’s opposition; and then the Presi-
dent signed the bill. That was the only
tax reduction made during the Eisen-
hower administration—out of the entire
$7 billion of tax reduction—that did the
average workingman any good whatever,
But after Congress insisted that that
reduction be made, the President began
to attempt to take credit for making it.

Since then, whenever we have said
that the billions of dollars of tax reduc-
tion made under the Republican ad-
ministration did not help workingmen
of the country, some Republican Sena-
tor has immediately jumped to his fezt
and has referred to this excise-tax re-
duction that the Congress insisted upon,
over the opposition of the administra-
tion; Republican Senators have said that
it was proper for the President to take
credit for that reduction in excise taxes,
because the President signed the bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr., President, the
Senator from Illinois recalls very well
that situation. He proposed the cut in
the tax on household appliances. That
proposal was bitterly opposed by the
administration but there was a little
break in the otherwise solid front on the
other side of the aisle, and we succeeded
in having that bill passed and enacted
into law. But then, when the Senator
ran for reelection, he found that in the
literature the opposition party distrib-
uted, the opposition party claimed credit
for itself—for the Republicans—for that
reduction in the excise tax on household
appliances.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Illinois will recall that when the bill was
passed, there was colloquy between the
Senator from Illinois and the Senator
from Minnesota; and even though the
bill was then referred to by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury as “fiscal irresponsi-
bility,” at that time both of us said—
just as the Senator from Louisiana has
stated now—that “Now that the bill has
been passed, we can be sure that the
Republicans will claim it as their own,
will pull it to their bosom, will hug it
and love it, and will say, ‘This is ours.""”

Mr. President, that is exactly what
happened—even though prior to that
time the attitude of the Republican can-
didate for the Presidency and the atti-
tude of the Republican Party was con-
sistently one of opposition to every-
thing related to social security; and their
position regarding it was entirely one of
adverse comment and negative state-
ment and negative approach. They said
it was collectivism and socialism and
that it would wreck the private insurance
companies and would undermine the
moral fiber of the people.

But then, all at once—when the pro-
gram did work, and when it was found
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that the funds were adequate, and that
the program was solvent, and that the
benefits were proving to be of help to
both individuals and insurance com-
panies, and the national economy—the
Republican leadership began to say,
“¥Yes, this is a fine program, something
we have been working for for years.”

Mr. President, that situation reminds
me of a man who refused to acknowledge
his parentage of a little boy, and simply
had nothing to do with the boy for his
first 6 years. Then the boy went to
school, and did very well, and then went
to high school, where he continued to do
very well as a student; and also did very
well as an athlete, and made the football
team and made the basketball team; and
became valedictorian of his class, won
a scholarship, and went to college, where
he also did very well, made the college
football team and made the basketball
team, and made “All American,” and
graduated from college with honors.
Then, all at once, out of the catacombs
came his father, then on old man, and—
although for more than 20 years he had
denied being the father of the young
man—suddenly said, for the first time,
“That's my boy,” and pointed to him
with pride.

That is what the administration has
dgne in this case. For 20 years the ad-
ministration opposed this program and
used every means at its command to
thwart it. But during those 20 years we
worked hard and made great sacrifices
for the program, and the political bodies
of those who fought for it have been piled
high, so to speak. But now, all of a sud-
den, after 20 years of constant opposi=
tion to the program, the Republicans
step forward—handsome, well dressed,
looking afluent——

Mr. DOUGLAS. In fact, they are
affluent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes, indeed, Mr.
President; they are very affluent.
[Laughter.] And now the Republicans
say—for the first time—"“This is a fine
program, and it is sound and solvent’—
except when something new is tried.

I think it fair to say that if, during all
the years which have passed since the
early days, it had been necessary to rely
upon the Republicans, insofar as deter-
mining the shape of the world was con-
cerned, today we would not have round
globes to show the shape of the world;
but, instead, it would still be said that
the world was flat. [Laughter.]

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say, in reply
to the comments of the Senator from
Louisiana and the Senator from Minne-
sota about the reversal of the position of
Republicans on social security, that I
think we all remember very well the trip
which the then Gen. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower made to Texas in 1949, when he
was entertained by a great many wealthy
Texas oilmen. Upon one ocecasion he
made the statement that if anyone
wanted social security he should go to
jail.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1Iyield.

Mr. LONG. I believe the statement
was that if anyone wanted security he
should go to jail. However, I believe
that statement was generally interpreted



10670

as referring to the social security type of
program. It was widely hailed by many
vigorous opponents of social security and
public welfare as a great statement of
principle.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. I now have a
copy of the New York Times article of
December 9, 1949, which quotes him as
saying, “If all that Americans want is
security, they can go to prison. They'll
have enough to eat, a bed, and a roof over
their heads.” Perhaps he should have
added, “Or go into the Army.”

At the time I felt that that statement
was not worthy of the general. Of
course, that position has since been re-
versed. I regret to find the administra-
tion opposing the extension of this same
principle to the field of disability.

Mr. President, I have only a sentence
left to complete my speech.

I may be quite naive, but I simply
cannot believe that the spokesmen for
the administration really want to shut
the gates of mercy on mankind. I hope
that this discussion and that which is to
follow may serve to change their opinion,
and that we may adopt the George
amendment by a resounding vote when
it comes up.

The matters heretofore referred to are
as follows:

ELIGIBILITY FOR DISABILITY .

To be eligible for the “freeze” of benefits
because of disabllity the person has to meet
two requirements with respect to coverage:

1. He must have 20 quarters of coverage
out of the last 40 quarters (5 years out of
10) ending with the quarter in which disabil-
ity began.

2. He must have 6 quarters of coverage out
of the last 13 quarters (115 years out of 34)
ending with the quarter in which disability

n.

Since the freeze is retroactive, a person
whose disability began (as early as the
fourth quarter of 1941) 5 years after the
effective date of the act (1937) is eligible
if he met the two requirements. For ex-
ample: Mr. A worked in covered employment
throughout the years 1937, 1838, 1939, 1940,
and 1941. He is found to have become dis-
abled in December 1941. He meets both re-
quirements as to coverage and is therefore
eligible for the freeze of benefits at the level
of December 1941,

Mr. B worked in covered employment
throughout 1837, 1938, 1940, and 1941,
Throughout 1942 and 1943 he was either ill
or working in employment that was not
covered. He worked again in covered em-
ployment throughout 1944, but became dis-
abled at the end of 1944. He had 20 quar-
ters of coverage out of the previous 40, but
had only 5 quarters of coverage out of the
last 13, and therefore would not be eligible
for the disability freeze.

Mr. ¢ worked in covered employment
throughout 1940 and 1841. He then had a
heart attack which kept him out of work
during 1942 and 1943. He recovered suffi-
clently to return to work throughout 1944
and 1945, but then suffered another heart
attack and has not since been able to work.
He would have 8 out of the last 13 quarters
of coverage, but only 16 out of the last 40,
and would therefore not be eligible for the
disability freeze.

The same rules would apply at any period.
These early examples were used to show
how far back the freeze goes.

The requirements for eligibility for disabil-
ity payments under the House bill are the
same as for the present freeze with two addi-
tions:

1. Payments do not begin until age 50.

2. The beneficiary must be fully insured.
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In both the freeze and the payment plans
& 6-month walting period is required.

Fully insured status may be acquired by
having 40 quarters (10 years) of coverage
or by having one quarter of coverage for each
two quarters elapsing after 1850 or after the
quarter in which the individual became 21
years of age, in other words coverage for
half of the time. (The quarters of coverage
may be acquired either before or after 1850.)
Fully insured status can also be acquired by
being covered in every quarter elapsing after
1954. In all cases a minimum of six quar-
ters of coverage is required for an indi-
vidual to be fully insured. Any person who
is fully insured at the time he is determined
to be eligible for the disability freeze has
his fully insured status frozen, and at age
50 he would be eligible for disability pay-
ments.

Until 1961, any person who met the 20
quarters (5 years) of coverage requirement
for disability payments or the freeze would
automatically meet the fully insured re-
quirement of coverage for half the time
elapsing after 1950. Therefore all persons
currently under the freeze (with an excep-
tion noted below) would be eligible for pay-
ments at age 50.

For example: Mr. D incurs a disability in
December 1960, after working 5 years in
covered employment. He meets the require-
ments for the freeze and he is fully insured
because he was covered for 5 of the 10 years
elapsing after 1950. He would therefore be
eligible for disability payments at age 50.

Beginning with 1961, and until 1971, one
additional quarter of coverage for each two
quarters of elapsed time would be required
in order to be fully insured. Beginning with
1971, 10 years of coverage would be required
in order to be fully insured.

For example: Mr. E becomes disabled in
1966, after 6 years of covered employment.
He would be eligible for the freeze, which
would preserve his benefits until he was age
685, but he would not be eligible for dis-
ability payments at age 50 because he was
not fully insured—he had only 6 years of
coverage but needed 714 to be fully insured
{one-half of the 15 years elapsing after 1850).
By 1971, and thereafter, he would need 10
years of coverage.

In the case of younger people, the require-
ment of coverage for one-half of the time
elapsing after they became 21 years of age
would apply. Thus, any person who acquired
5 years of coverage and became disabled be-
fore he was 31 years of age would be fully
insured and eligible for payments at age 50.
For example: Mr, F becomes disabled in 1980,
at the age of 30, after working in covered
employment throughout 1957-59. He is
eligible for the freeze and is fully insured,
having been covered for more than half of
the time elapsing after he became 21. He
would be eligible for disability payments at
age 50,

However, if the disability did not occur
until he was 41, he would need 10 years of
coverage (one-half of the 20 years elapsing
after he was 21) in order to be fully insured.

Note—There is one small group of people
under the freeze who would not automati-
cally qualify for payments. The act defines
blindness and makes this a disability for
purposes of the freeze., However, to receive
disability payments a blind person must
demonstrate inability to engage in substan-
tial gainful employment as must all others.

In 1950 and in 1854 amendments were
adopted to the Social Security Act which
substantially expanded coverage. Those
people taken in under the amendments of
1950 become eligible for the disability freeze,
and subsequently for payments, if they be-
came disabled during the last quarter of
1955—that is the earliest date at which
they could have acquired 5 years of cover-
age. For those taken in under the amend-
ments of 1954, the earliest date at which
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they could become eligible is the last quarter
of 1959.

The total number of workers in covered
employment for selected years follows:

1940 35, 393, 000
1941 - 40,976, 000
iy T IS AL T S L ST 48, 845, 000
1950_ . 48, 283, 000
1951 (due to amendments of

OB ) o e L L 58, 100, 000
1963 =l 59, 600, 000
P b S SR A 61, 000, 000
5]y PSS S . 60, 000, 000
1956 (estimated) (due to amend-

ments of 19564) covceocmmameoo 69, 000, 000

MEDICAL RELATIONS IN WORKMEN'S COMPEN=-
BATION: A GUIDE FOR THE EVALUATION AND
IMPLEMENTATION OF A PROGRESSIVE PROGRAM
BY THE MEDICAL PROFESSION

(Adoption by house of delegates, December
1955)

FOREWORD

Since its inception the Council on Indus-
trial Health has maintained an active inter-
est in workmen's compensation. In recent
years a series of studies has made it clear
that there is widespread dissatisfaction with
current policies, programs and procedures.
Those studies with special emphasis on medi-
cal aspects strongly suggest that present-
day laws have not kept pace with advances
in professional skiil, techniecal knowledge and
with substantial alterations in the political
and socio-economic milieu. Official actions
by the house of delegates of the American
Medical Association, requests for assistance
from State medical societies, and information
developed through the counecil's own investi-
gations have demonstrated a need for a guide
by which physicians, individually and as or-
ganizations, can reassess their proper role in
this important sphere of medical service.

In formulating these guides, thoughtful
consideration has been given to the views of
recognized authorities and to representatives
of many agencies whose Interests are closely
identified with workmen's compensation. Of
special value was the session on workmen's
compensation at the 15th Annual Congress on
Industrial Health in January 19055. At that
time statements on the essentials and goals
of a modern program were presented by
spokesmen for labor, industry, law, medicine,
and administrative bodies. The Council on
Industrial Health acknowledges with sincere
appreclation assistance and encouragement
received from these sources.

The preparation of this report has heen
the work of the Council’'s Committee on
Workmen's Compensation and Rehabilita-
tion made up of the following members:
Drs. Henry H. EKessler, chairman, Newark,
N. J.; Lloyd E. Hamlin, Chicago; Rutherford
T. Johnstone, Los Angeles; E. S, Jones, Ham-
mond, Ind.; and O. A. Sander, Milwaukee,
Special thanks are due to Earl D. Cheit, St.
Louis; Bernard Hirsh, law department, Chi-
cago; James J. Reid, Columbia, S. C.; and
Herman M. Somers, Haverford, Pa.; consult-
ants who participated actively in the vari-
ous stages of investigation and preparation,

THE MEDICAL PROFESSION’'S INTEREST IN
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION

The workmen's compensation program in
the United States was adopted primarily to
meet certain needs of employees or their
survivors resulting from disability or death
of an employee arising out of and in the
course of employment. In general, the pro-
gram sought to remedy inadeguacies stem-
ming from common law and employers’ lia-
bility statutes by providing laws based upon
the principle of insured lability without re-
gard to fault on the part of either employee
or employer. Of primary concern was the
provision of cash payments to replace a por-
tion of wages lost by disabled employees.,
Little or no consideration was given to the
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provision of medical care for occupational
disabilities. Under the Federal, State, and
Territorial laws enacted between 1911 and
1948, the major emphasis of the various sys=-
tems and their administration has contin-
ued to be on monetary satisfaction of lia-
bility, with insufficient attention given to
the rehabilitation of the occupationally dis-
abled.

Substantial progress has been made in the
extension of medical care, the application of
improved clinical techniques and other
aspects of the rehabilitation process, includ-
ing vocational training and selective place=
ment of the disabled in kinds of work suited
to physical and emotional capacity. It is a
matter of great and growing concern that a
considerable gap exists between potential
services to the occupationally disabled and
what is actually available to them.

In any event, many physicians have been
deterred from widespread and active partici-
pation in workmen's compensation affairs.
They are largely unaware of the significance
of medical and economic policies under these
laws and the undesirable and often harmiful
eiffects of existing systems. Whatever the
causes the attitude has been short-sighted
and unwise to the end that not only work-
men's compensation laws but other similar
laws in related flelds of social security are
and have been formulated largely without
medical consultation or any clear identifica-
tion of medicine’s primary interest. The pre-
dominance which economic considerations
have come to occupy in both the professional
and administrative aspects of workmen’s
compensation is a mnatural consequence.
These same considerations have led to a con-
centration of professional services and re-
sponsibility in a few and not always the best
hands. The Council's studies and others call
attention to the need for critical appraisal
of medicine’s past record of performance and
its present opportunities for the implementa-
tion of new and creative concepts (1).

The Council on Industrial Health is con-
vinced through its consideration of the find-
ings in this report that physicians have a
duty and responsibility, both as members of
professional organizations and as citizens in
an industrial society, to improve the lot of
the occupationally disabled. The several
recommendations contained herein are pre-
sented with that purpose in mind.

GOALS OF WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION

The basic goals of workmen’s compensa-
tion today are:

1. Rehabilitation of the occupationally dis-
abled;

2. Assured, prompt and adequate indem-
nity for the occupationally disabled or their
survivors;

3. Minimal cost to employers and society
commensurate with the above provisions.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THESE GOALS

The essential elements in the implementa-
tion of these goals from the medical point of
view are described in the following sections
of this report. Actually, sustained coopera-
tive effort by all individuals and groups con-
cerned with the welfare of the occupationally
disabled are essential to success.

REHABILITATION OF THE OCCUPATIONALLY
DISABLED

Rehabilitation implies the effective use of
all disciplines and skills dedicated to the con-
quest of disability. Aside from great bene-
fit to the disabled, their families and to so-
clety, current experience has amply demon-
strated that the provision of rehabilitation
services results in substantial savings in both
medical and indemnity costs, just as the de-
velopment of medical care provisions has
resulted in savings in indemnity payments.

The establishment of workable rehabili-
tation programs calls for specific statutory
provision; planned and improved coopera=-
tion from the medical profession; and intelli-
gent, forceful administrative supervision.
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1. Statutory provision. Perlodically, work-
men’s compensation legislation and rulings
come up for review. To implement a proper
rehabilitation program the medical profes-
sion should seek adoption of statutory pro-
visions that recognize these points:

(a) Rehabilitation of the occupationally
disabled Is the intent and responsibility of
the compensation system and the legal right
of the employee.

(b) The disabled employee is entitled to
all services, appliances and supplies required
by the nature of his disability or the process
of his recovery and that will promote his
restoration to or his continuance in employ-
ment. Services include medical, surgical,
dental, hospital, and nursing attendance and
treatment, as well as the training necessary
to rehabilitation. Appliances and supplies
include medicines; medical, surgical and
dental supplies; crutches; artificial mem-
bers; and apparatus. Services, appliances
and supplies are to be paid for by the em=-
ployer under the supervision of competent
professionals responsible to the administra-
tive agency.

(c) In the absence of stipulated agree-
ments, professional fees should approximate
those that would be charged the employee as
a private patient for similar services.

(d) Disabled employees should have the
right to accept physicians' services provided
by employers, or to select another attending
physiclan from a register of all other physi-
clans in the community willing and qualified
to perform the essentlal services (2).

(e) Vocational counseling, training, tran-
sitional employment and placement services
require prompt analysis of problems, efficient
screening, and referral and follow-up tech-
nigues to assure proper training and results.
Effective supervision of these services in pub-
lic or private facilities requires prompt re-
porting of occupational disabilities to the
administrative agency.

(f) When necessary administrative proce-
dures for such a system of rehabilitation of
the occupationally disabled do not exist, or
when adequate facllities are not readily
available, steps should be taken to provide
them.

2. Planned cooperation from the medical
profession: Successful operation of a work-
men's compensation system depends in-
creasingly upon the medical profession. Al-
though the administrative agency has the
ultimate responsibility by law, medical care
is the core of the system and physicians play
a major role,

Every year hundreds of thousands of the
occupationally disabled depend upon physi-
ciang for care and guidance from the begine
ning of disability until they return to gain-
ful employment and even beyond. Physi-
clans are also responsible indirectly for the
payment of a substantial portion of their
patients’ income during disability. Com-
pensation payments amounting to many mil=
lions of dollars annually are based upon re-
ports and, in disputed cases, upon testimony
provided by physicians.

The medical profession in each workmen’s
compensation jurisdiction can best fulfill its
responsibilities by providing a broadly repre-
sentative committee to advise the adminis-
trative agency on medical policies and prac-
tices and to assist in the operation of the
systems in the following ways (2):

(a) The committee should prepare and
submit at stated intervals to the adminis-
trative agency appropriate information for
its use in establishing a register of physi-
cians who are willing and competent to ac-
cept calls for services to the occupationally
disabled. Regulations governing enrollment
on the physicians' register should be estab-
lished by the administrative agency after
consultation with the medical advisory com=
mittee.

(b) It should mediate, if possible, com=-
plaints that a physician has neglected or
refused to furnish reasonably necessary re=-
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ports in accordance with general orders of
the administrative agency.

(c) It should mediate, if possible, conr-
plaints of unreasonable interference with
matters properly within the discretion and
control of the attending physiclian.

(d) It should mediate, if possible, differ-
ences that may arise relative to remunera-
tlon.

(e) Claims of violation of medical ethics
should be reviewed and relevant facts re-
ferred to the appropriate agency.

(f) Complaints should be heard about the
competency of those serving on the physi-
cilans’ register and recommendations made
to the administrative agency concerning the
removal of names therefrom, if complaints
are justified.

If the advisory committee is unable to
function promptly, the administrative
agency should take appropriate action
within the powers vested in it by law.

The medical profession should join with
the administrative agency in sponsoring edu-
cational programs for all concerned on clin-
ical and administrative problems in the com-
pensation system. Other joint activities
should include the development of proper
medical report forms, desirable legislation
to improve the workmen's compensation
system and its administration, and hand-
books for physicians.

3. Role of individual physician: The pri-
mary obligation of the individual physician
is to see that his patient is restored as nearly
as possible to the economic and personal
effectiveness which he possessed before he
was disabled. This requires not only com-
petent and Impartial medical care but also
that the physician use or recommend the use
of other technical skills and resources avail=-
able, whether in the community or not.

Physicians who wish to receive calls for
service to the occupationally disabled should
be prepared to assume duties and obligations
which are not encountered in private prac-
tice. The best interests of the disabled pa-
tient will be served in the following ways:

(a) Concise, accurate information and re-
ports descriptive of the disability should be
furnished promptly and to the same extent
to the patient or his dependents, the em-
ployer, the workmen's compensation insur=-
ance carrler and the administrative agency.

(b) Testimony should be given before the
administrative agency upon reasonable no-
tice. The physician’s testimony must adhere
to reasonable scientific deductions regarding
the injury, disease, or possible sequelae to the
end that every deserving claim receives just
consideration.

(¢) Consultation should be requested in
case of serious illness, especially in doubtful
or difficult conditions, and agreement given
for consultation with mutually acceptable
physicians when requested by one of the
interested parties. Effective rehabilitation
goes beyond accurate diagnosis and expert
treatment. Although the attending physi-
cian should remain in charge, he must em-
brace the modern concept of teamwork in the
rehabilitation process. Physicians should
not only cooperate with each other but also
collaborate with the whole team of para-
medical workers to assure maximum re-
habilitation.

(d) Determination should be made by
sclientific methods and upon the basis of
objective measurable factors of the perma-
nent anatomic or functional impairment of
a specific member or of his patient as a whole
as compared to normal. From the medical
standpoint, permanent anatomiec or func-
tional impairments cannot vary because of
geographic locations or circumstances under
which they were incurred. Therefore, the
physician should determine the percentage
of permanent impairment without regard to
age, sex, occupation or real, presumed or po-
tential wage loss. The application of these
and all other factors provided by law to the
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percentage of permanent impairment estab-
lished by the physician is the responsibility
of the administrative agency in determining
the indemnity award. In general, physicians
are no more gqualified by experience or train-
ing to evaluate such factors than any other
disinterested individual.

4, Administrative supervision: Rehabilita-
tion of the occupationally disabled requires
-a competent administrative agency with full
statutory authority and responsibility.

The administrative agency must have more
than adjudication and appeals functions; it
.must have an affirmative duty to see that
the intent of the law is carried out. It may
delegate functions, but it cannot abdicate
responsibility. Proper discharge of this trust
requires adequate resources in terms of
qualified, permanent, professional person-
nel and proper facilities.

Dutlies should include supervision of the
rehabilitation process and indemnity pay-
ments for permanent disability during and
following the maximum rehabilitation of the
disabled employee.

To assist in the administration of the law,
the agency should seek the advice and active
cooperation of appropriate professional,
private and public organizations.

The administrative agency should have a
medical director, approved by the medical
profession, and a qualified vocational coun-
selor. As staff officers, they should be in
charge of the administration of appropriate
provisions related to the rehabilitation of
the occupationally disabled and should par-
ticipate in such policymaking deliberations
of the agency. They should have the full
support of their superiors and constantly
strive to provide leadership and promote
effective professional relations in their fields
through the maintenance of approved pro-
fessional standards and practices.

INDEMNITY

The physician’s interest involves recog-
nition that the amount and method of in-
demnification have a direct and important
bearing on an effective rehabilitation regime.
While overgenerous indemnity can dull the
will for rehabilitation, inadequate indem-
nity requirements can destroy an employer's
incentive to support rehabilitation by pro-
viding him with an easier or cheaper alterna-
tive. More important, inadequate Indem-
nity can lower patient morale or force re-
turn to gainful employment in advance of
clear-cut medical indications.

In view of these relationships, it is con-
sistent for the medical profession to sup-
port methods of indemnification which con-
tribute to, rather than obstruct, rehabilita-
tion procedures. Certaln factors merit con-
sideration:

1. Inadequate cash indemnity encourages
*“lump-summing” of payments, which tends
to interfere with rehabilitation motivations.
The practice should, therefore, be limited
to instances where dependable evidence sup-
ports the contention that such a payment
would contribute to the overall rehabilita-
tion of the employee. Problems of paying
for legal, medical, and other services should
not influence the determination of whether
a lump sum should be allowed.

2. Workmen's compensation is not a relief
program. It is the proper intent of the pro-
gram that a disabled employee and his
family should not suffer a serious reduction
in normal living standards during the re-
habilitation period. This requires that the
benefit level be maintained at an adequate
percentage of usual wage and include rea-
sonable personal expenses incurred by the
employee in the course of the rehabilita-
tion process.

3. Effective rehabilitation can drastically
reduce the number of permanently disabled
employees which now constitutes the heav-
iest burden on workmen's compensation sys=
tems. Physicians interested in a rehabilita-
tion program acceptable to permanently dis-
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abled employees recognize that attempts to
relate indemnity payments solely to loss of
earnings is impractical and unsclentific.
While it is not the purpose of workmen's
compensation to indemnify all individual
consequences of a disability, such as pain,
suffering, and humiliation, the employee's
right to personal effectiveness is not con-
fined to employment or a limited period of
time. Personal motivation to maximum re-
habilitation can be hindered by complete
deprivation of indemnity for permanent
anatomic or functional impairment, whether
it be a member or an organ of the body.
Therefore, indemnity for permanent disabil-
ity should be related to the employee's per-
manent impairment of earning capacity—in
effect the anatomic and functional handicap
incurred in working for a given employer.
Maximum rehabilitation should be encour-
aged, and to this end the award for perma-
nent disability should be based upon the
effect of such a handicap on the earning
capacity of the average employee 80 88 not
to penalize a disabled employee for exercising
individual initiative.

4. The administrative agency should have
continuing jurisdiction of these cases and
indemnity payments should be subject to
review whenever evidence is clear that the
original evaluation of permanent impair-
ment of earning capacity was in error.

5. Various methods of compensating em-
ployees with preexisting permanent impair-
ments have been devised. Most commonly
the impairments must involve loss of a
member that, combined with a subsequent
injury, results in permanent total disability.
In these cases liability is apportioned gen-
erally between the employer at the time of
subsequent. injury and a State fund estab-
lished for this purpose. In recent years
increasing consideration has been given to
cases where the preexisting condition is an
organic disease that, combined with a subse-
quent injury, results in increased or total
permanent disability. While the medical
complexities alone of this problem are ap-
parent, intensive study is currently being
given to the equitable resolution of the whole
problem when:

(a) Further decrease In earning capacity
or death of these employees can be clearly
established on the basis of responsible scien-
tific knowledge to be casually related to their
employment; and

(b) Such casual relationship cannot be so
established.

CONCLUSION

The Council on Industrial Health wishes
to emphasize again the importance of par-
ticipation by physicians, individually and
collectively, in a eritical appraisal of medi-
cine's past performance and its present op-
portunities for the implementation of new
and creative concepts in workmen’s com-
pensation. Requests for additional infor-
mation and assistance should be addressed
to the Council on Industrial Health, Ameri-
can Medical Association, 5356 North Dearborn
Street, Chicago 10, Il
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STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE COUN«=
CIL—PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL
BECURITY ACT
The Senate now has before it for action a

measure that is of greater and more imme-
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diate slgnificance to millions of Americans
than any other that may be acted upon by
this Congress—the proposed amendments to
the Social Security Act. The most impor-
tant of the amendments that will be con-
sldered would provide for the payment of
benefits to persons at the age of 50 who
become totally and permanently disabled
and would reduce the retirement age for
women from age 65 to age 62.

These provisions, which were the key fea-
fures of the bill (H. R. 7225) passed by the
House last year by a very large majority,
were deleted by the conservative majority in
the Senate Finance Committee. We deeply
appreciate the effort led by members of this
same committee to restore these provisions
on the floor of the Senate. It is now up to
the Members of the Senate as a whole to
demonstrate their concern for the welfare
of disabled workers, older workers and their
wives and of workingwomen who suffer dis-
crimination in the search for employment
because of their age, by voting to restore
these vital provisions to the Senate bill. This
is the most important, and perhaps the only,
opportunity that Senators will have this year
to record themselves for or against a step
toward the fulfillment of the modest hopes
and most pressing needs of this deserving
group of citizens. Millions of Americans will
be watching the outcome with keen personal
interest.

We strongly urge each Member of the Sen-
ate to record himself on the human side of
this issue by voting to restore the disability
benefit feature and the reduced retirement
age for women to the bill that is now before
that body.

We continue also our full support of the
increased contribution rate necessary to keep
social security soundly financed when these
increased benefits are provided.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

During the delivery of Mr. DoOUGLAS’
speech,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Illinois yield,
so that I may request consideration and
confirmation of some Republican post-
master nominations?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly. I would
ask that the proceedings in conneection
with the executive session be printed in
the Recorp following the conclusion of
my remarks.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Illinois may yield to me,
in order that I may request that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of ex-
ecutive business, to consider the post-
master nominations on the Executive
Calendar; and with the understanding
that the proceedings in that connection
shall be printed in the Recorp following
the remarks of the Senator from Illinois;
and with the further understanding that
he will not lose the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Texas? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I now ask unanimous consent, that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of executive business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry:

David A. Hamil, of Colorado, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration, vice Ancher Nelsen, resigned;
and

Glen A. Boger, of Pennsylvania, to be a
member of the Federal Farm Credit Board,
Farm Credit Administration.

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

William G. Juergens, of Illinois, to be
United States district judge for the eastern
district of Illinois, vice Fred L. Wham, re-
tired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
Executive Calendar.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
postmaster nominations be considered
and confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the postmaster nominations
will be considered en bloe; and, without
objection, the postmaster nominations
are confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be notified forthwith of the
confirmations of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

e ———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate resume the consideration of legis-
lative business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative

business.
T ——

AMENDMENT OF INTERNATIONAL
CLAIMS SETTLEMENT ACT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, out
of order, I introduce and send to the
desk a bill to amend Public Law 285 of
the 84th Congress, H. R. 6382 of last
year. The purpose of the new bill is to
correct legislation heretofore enacted
by the Congress by amending it so as to
carry out the actual intent of the Con-
gress last year. I ask that the bill be
appropriately referred.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER, With-
out objection, the bill will be received
and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 4094) amending the In-
ternational Claims Settlement Act of
1949, as amended, relative to reductions
in certain Federal income and excess
profits taxes, introduced by Mr. Hum-
PHREY, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
Members of the Senate will recall that
we passed legislation amending the In-
ternational Claims Settlement Act of
1949. The Senate Foreign Relations
Committee was aware of the fact that if
tax benefits are added to the benefits un-
der the bill as written, it would be pos-
sible for some large corporate claimants
to receive more in total benefits than was
actually lost abroad. At the same time
some of the smaller elaimants would not
receive anywhere near the amount of
money they lost in foreign countries. To
correct this patently unfair and un-
sought-for effect, the Senate committee
adopted an amendment which I intro-
duced. The Senate saw fit to accept the
amendment and it went with the bill to
conference.

During our meetings the conference
committee, of which I was a member,
was informed by representatives of the
Internal Revenue Service that the Sen-
ate’s interpretation of the bill as it re=
lated to existing tax law was inaccurate.
We were told that in fact it would not
be possible for large corporate claimants
to receive an amount larger than their
actual loss by virtue of the operations of
our tax laws. On the strength of those
representations by the Internal Revenue
Service, the conference committee
agreed to drop the Senate amendment.

It is now unmistakably clear that the
conference committee on H. R. 6382 was
misinformed by an official of the Internal
Revenue Service. I am sure it was not
intentionally misinformed, but there was
some misunderstanding or some erron-
eous information. I am certain that the
erroneous information was provided us
unwittingly and that it was not the intent
of the Department to mislead the Con-
gress. The Department now seems to
agree, however, that the information
given to the conference committee was
in error.

On February 25, 1956, I wrote to Sec-
retary of the Treasury Humphrey outlin-
ing the situation and asking for his help
in considering appropriate remedial leg-
islation. I ask unanimous consent that
my letter to the Secretary be inserted at
this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

' FEBRUARY 25, 1956.
The Honorable GEORGE M. HUMPHREY,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Department of the Treasury,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SECRETARY HUMPHREY: During the
first session of the 84th Congress we enacted
into law a bill to amend the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949. That bill is
now Public Law 285.

While the bill was under consideration by
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee I
became interested in certain problems created
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by the fact that the total amount of claims
will greatly exceed the amount of money
available to pay them. It would seem, in
particular, that claimants against the Un-
garian Fund will receive compensation of
less than 10 percent of their losses. As now
written, however, the law fails to distinguish
between the claimant who still bears the full
burden of his loss and the claimant who may
have cut his loss through a tax deduction by
up to 92 percent. It was also called to my
attention that as the law is now written some
large corporate claimants may, if their net
compensation under Public Law 285 is added
to their tax benefits, receive more in benefits
than they actually lost.

In the light of the foregoing I proposed
an amendment which was adopted by the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee and was
passed by the Senate. It was, however, elim-
inated in conference. While a number of
objections to the amendment were consid-
ered, I must say, in all candor, that an im-
portant factor in the rejection of my amend-
ment was certain incorrect information sup-
plied to the conference committee by the
Internal Revenue Service. I am sure that
this error was made inadvertently and re-
sulted from the great pressure under which
all of us were working during the closing
days of the session.

When the conference report was adopted
by the Senate, I announced that I expected to
raise this question again at the second ses-
sion and it 1s my full intention to do so. I
still feel that a claims compensation pro-
gram which pays compensation of less than
10 percent is hardly worth its name. Such
a program is particularly objectionable if it
closes its eyes to the fact that some claimants
may have written off their losses while others
have not.

I am not oblivious to the fact that my
amendment ralses certain administrative
problems for your Department. I believe,
however, that these problems can easily be
minimized or entirely eliminated without
affecting the basic purpose of the proposal. I
think, therefore, that it would be helpful
that my office consult with an official of your
Department for the purpose of preparing ap-
propriate language to carry out that objec-
tive. I would like to ask you, therefore, to
designate such an official, who could meet
with my counsel, Mr. Thomas L. Hughes, for
the purpose of preparing the amendment.

Sincerely yours,
HusertT H. HUMPHREY,

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is with great
pleasure that I inform the Senate that
Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey and
the officials of the Treasury Department
have responded to this set of events in a
spirit of complete cooperation. Follow=
ing that letter, a series of staff confer-
ences have taken place which resulted
in the Department furnishing me with a
memorandum explaining the tax provi-
sions which govern the bill passed by us.
That memorandum fully agrees with my
own understanding of the law as I ex-
pressed it to the Senate and to the con-
ference committee last year. It proves
the information given the conference
committee by the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice to be incorrect.

As a result of the cooperation by Treas-
ury officials, a bill has been prepared
which is readily acceptable to both the
Treasury Department officials and to me.
It is the bill which I have just sent to the
desk. It would cure the defect which the
Senate tried to correct last year and
which the House of Representatives un-
doubtedly would wish to have corrected
had we been furnished with accurate in-
formation in the conference committee.
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I am pleased that a mutually agreeable
approach has been reached on this mat-
ter, and I urge the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee to take speedy action on
this bill so that it may be enacted into
law during the current session.

PROGRESS OF CONFERENCE ON
FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY BILL

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to announce that I
have been informed that the conferees
have reached an agreement on the Fed-
eral-aid highway bill. I should like Sen-
ators to be on notice that there is a pos-
sibility that the conference report may
be submitted to the Senate tomorrow.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr, President, I do not
wish to misinform Senators as to the
status of the road bill. We have agreed
in prineiple in conference on every item.
However, a meeting is scheduled for to-
morrow morning at 9 o'clock to discuss
certain language in the bill in which
every member of the conference com-
mittee is interested. I am pretty sure
that the conferees will be able to report
tomorrow.

DEFINITION AND STANDARD OF
IDENTITY OF CERTAIN DRY MILK
SOLIDS

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
1614) to amend the act entitled “An act
to fix a reasonable definition and stand-
ard of identity of certain dry milk sol-
ids”, title 21, United States Code, sec-
tion 321e, which were on page 1, line 3,
strike out “numbered”; on page 1, line 7,
strike out “for” and insert “that for”;
and on page 2, strike out lines 6 and 17,
and insert:

The term “milk” when used herein means
sweet milk of cows.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House. Let me ex-
plain that the House amendments are
technical and clerical. They are a mat-
ter of drafting. They make no substan-
tive change whatever in the bill. The
purpose of the amendments is clarifica-
tion.

Mr. POTTER.
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. POTTER. Is this a House bill?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; it is a Senate
bill. The bill was passed by the Senate,
and the House accepted the Senate bill,
but the drafting clerk of the House used
different language. The amendments
are clarifying, and are not substantive
in nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Minnesota.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. President, will the

THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S SCIENCE
ATTACHE PROGRAM

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
‘have recently had occasion to comment
on the Senate floor about the deteriora-
tion of the State Department’s science
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attaché program. In the May 1956, is-
sue of Geological Newsletter, issued by
the American Geological Institute, an
editorial was devoted to this subject.

The American Geological Institute is
also, of course, greatly interested in the
State Department’s corps of mineral at-
tachés. Critics have recently pointed
out too, Mr. President, that in this field
as well the distribution of the attachés
is very sparse and bears very little rela-
tionship to our dependence on foreign
mineral resources.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial from the Geological Newslet-
ter appear at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcCoORD,
as follows:

UNITED STATES RECALLS SCIENCE AIDS

To be commended is President Eisen-
hower's move to establish on April 3 a
National Committee for the Development of
Scientists and Engineers. A group of out-
standing Americans have been appointed to
serve on this Committee. The National
Foundation is to provide the President's
Committee with stafl services under the di-
rection of Robert L. Clark as Executive Sec-
retary. The Committee is charged with the
task of stimulating greater educational
efforts in the training of scientists and
engineers to meet the ever-increasing de-
mands of the modern era and to encourage
a better understanding of science and tech-
nology by the general public.

To be condemned is the extreme short-
slghtedness of the President’'s United States
Department of State for its policy with re-
gard to science attachés. In mid-1952 the
State Department had the impressive total
of 10 science attachés in foreign service
scattered sparsely among its many embassies
and consulates. By January 1956 all sclence
attachés had been recalled, so that at the
present time the United States overseas arm
has its scientific head in the sand. Further-
more, indications are that no effort is
planned to remedy the situation. To make
matters still worse, many of our top sci-
entists feel that international travel re-
strictions imposed by the United States are
curbing our advancement of science and
technology.

The State Department is equally deficient
in another area—that of mineral attachés.
Despite the fact that our prosperity and fu-
ture security are contingent upon vital sup-
plies of minerals, such as oil, manganese,
chrome, and many others, our policymakers
continue to shape our future course abroad
without the benefit of observation and inter-
pretation by staff career men with mining
and petroleum backgrounds. We have only
five mineral attachés abroad today. It can-
not be disputed that mineral endowment is
a major factor in the destiny of any nation
and that our highly industrialized economy
would languish without the flow of ores and
minerals from many sectors of the globe.
Is it unrealistic to propose a well-trained
corps of mineral specialists as foreign-serv-
ice career officers to provide continuing min-
eral surveillance abroad for the United
States, which in 19562 imported nearly $2
billion in mineral raw materials?

The apathy of our United States Depart-
ment of State toward science is a matter
of grave concern., The tremendous surge of
the Soviets in the education of scientlists and
technologists has been much publicized.
One prominent American sclentist has
pointed out the real danger of a Russlan
sclentist surplus that can be exported to
spread a scientific intelligence network
throughout the world. The growing nums-
ber of Russian scientists and technologists
cannot be denied and we can i1l afford to
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speculate disparagingly concerning their
sclentific abilities.

It could be that the State Department
lacks confidence in its own abilities to de-
lineate programs for and the staffing of
worldwide corps of scientific and mineral
attachés. Many sclentists would hasten to
agree, The State Department could scarcely
do better than to seek the recommendations
of sclentists themselves. The National Acad-
emy of Sciences—National Research Council,
in its independent position, detached from
government and political pressures, is able
to call on the best sclentific resources of
our Nation to address these vital problems.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I present the edi-
torial in the hope that the State De-
partment will read the REcorp, because
the program of scientific attachés has
practically come to a dead stop. The
number involved today is so few that for
all practical purposes there is no pro-
gram. It seems to me that at a time
when there is serious concern in our
Nation about the technical and scientifie
training of large numbers of scientists
and technicians in the Soviet Union, it
might be very well for our State De-
partment to give friendly consideration
to the advice and counsel of distin-
guished editors, publishers, and sci-
entists.

Mr. President, I desire now to refer
to another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota has the floor.

THE ILO FORCED LABOR ISSUE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to call to the attention of Senators
an editorial which appeared in this
morning’s New York Times, I shall not
ask to have it reprinted.

I also invite attention to a news story
which has appeared in the American
press in the past 2 days, from Geneva,
Switzerland. The news story and edi-

‘torial relate to the ILO conference which

is taking place there, and the unbeliev-
able spectacle the representatives of our
country are affording, when, instead of
spearheading the efforts to outlaw
forced labor, they are advocating half-
hearted measures.

Mr. President, those of us who have
been concerned about the administra-
tion's foot-dragging on the ILO forced

labor issue can now take cold comfort

that our fears seem to have been well

founded. The New York Times this

morning contains a dispatch from

Geneva pointing out the Soviet Govern-

ment is taking the lead at the ILO con-~

ference to promote a convention that
will “outlaw forced labor in all its
forms and anywhere.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
article referred to be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Sovier Ruse SeEN oN ForceEp Lapor—DELE-
GATES TO I. L. O. PARLEY NoTteE Moscow
MANEUVERS TO EMBARRASS THE WEST

(By Michael L. Hoffman)

GENEVA, June 18—The Soviet Union has
tried to grab the ball from the Western Gov-
ernments and trade unions on the forced

labor issue in the International Labor Or-
ganization,
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The essentially simple Soviet tactics were
revealed today in a committee of the inter-
national labor conference in which the long
process of working out a convention to out-
law forced labor is geting under way.

One delegate said the Soviet delegates
clearly intended to try to get such extreme
amendments into the draft convention that
hardly any non-Communist Government
could ratify it. If they succeed, they will
be able to earn credit throughout the world
by being in favor of the convention while
the main western governments oppose it.

If they fail, they easily can oppose the
convention as being inadequate, not going
far enough and being a mere screen to hide
the bad practices of the colonial and ecap-
italist nations.

BROAD PROHIBITION URGED

Today, for instance, Amazasp Arutiunian,
Soviet Government delegate, urged the com-
mittee to insert in the preamble to the main
operative article of the convention that
forced labor should be outlawed “in all its
forms and anywhere."

He introduced these words as an amend-
ment to an amendment of the workers' group,
that would put into the preamble a reference
to human rights and the United Nations
Charter—an amendment to which no one
objected.

The Russian language of the amendment
would clearly outlaw prison labor, which
in many countries is regarded as a progres-
sive penal practice.

The eflect was that the Soviet delegates
spent the afternoon as the champions of a
really sweeping abolition of forced  labor
while western government, employer and
labor spokesmen argued for limiting the
scope of the convention to what could be ex-
pected to be adopted in practice.

Neither this nor any other Soviet amend-
ment was adopted. However, on one vote
the Soviet delegates lacked only one vote
of a majority and succeeded in splitting, and
embarrassing, the workers' group which pre-
viously had adopted a group position against
the Soviet proposals,

UNITED STATES PLAN MAKES LITTLE GAIN

The United States Government delegation
does not seem to be making much progress
in its effort to have the organization adopt
a convention with alternative operative
clauses so that the United States could
ratify it without raising a constitutional
issue on the use of treaty powers to estab-
lish labor standards within the United
States,

The United States Government delega-,

tion has proposed language that would
enable a country to get credit for having
ratified the convention if it agreed only to
prevent the movement into international
trade of goods made with forced labor.

The texts submitted by the United States
Government delegation have not been de-
bated in full committee. However, it is clear
that the worker delegations, including those
from the United States, do not think the
United States Government plan goes far
enough toward outlawing forced labor. Even
the Australian Government, which also has
a problem of federal-state division of au-
thority, regards the United States Govern-
ment delegation’s position as essentially an
evasion of the issue.

The International Confederation of Free
Trade Unions announced today it was chal-
lenging the credentials of the workers' dele-
gates sent from Spain and Rumania. J. H.
Oldenbroek, secretary general of the con-
federation, said at a news conference that
neither delegation had been chosen truly by
workers. In both cases they really represent
Governments, he said.

Mr. HUMPHREY. This dispatch says
that the effect yesterday “was that the
Soviet delegates spent the afternoon as
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the champions of a really sweeping aboli-
tion of forced labor while western gov-
ernment, employer and labor spokesmen
argued for limiting the scope of the con-
vention to what could be expected to be
adopted in practice.”

The article goes on to say:

The United States Government delegation
dees not seem to be making much progress in
its effort to have the organization adopt a
convention with alternative operative clauses
g0 that the United States could ratify it with-
out raising a constitutional issue on the use
of treaty powers to establish labor standards
within the United States * * * it is clear
that the worker delegations, including those
from the United States, do not think the
United States Government plan goes far
enough toward outlawing forced labor. Even
the Australian Government, which also has
a problem of Federal-State division of au-
thority, regards the United States Govern-
ment delegations’ position as essentially an
evasion of the issue.

I agree, Mr. President, that the offi-
cial American position is an evasion of
the issue. I felt so last January when
I introduced my resolution calling for the
administration to take the lead in adopt-
ing a convention aimed at effectively out-
lawing forced labor. I hope, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the Senate Labor Committee,
now that hearings have been concluded
on this resolution, will still see fit to
adopt Senate Resolution 248, already
favorably recommended by the appro-
priate subcommittee. Even at this late
date we still have an opportunity to in-
dicate to the world that the United States
Senate does not support the pettifogging
position of the State Department.

Mr. MORSE, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to associate my-
self with the Senator’s remarks. It is
very disturbing to me that in the year
1956 my Government should not be tak-
ing an unequivocal stand on the ques-
tion of slave labor, not only with respect
to the convention the Senator from Min-
nesota has referred to, but in respect also
to aid to certain foreign nations into
which American taxpayers’ dollars are
going, when we know that slave labor
exists in those States. For instance,
Mr. President, we are pouring money into
Saudi Arabia when we know that human
beings are sold on a slave market in that
country.

I believe it is about time our Gov-
ernment started to keep faith with our
professed ideals. The State Deraptment,
however, is walking out on our ideals
when it comes to slave labor. It is about
time for America to stand up and be
counted among the nations of the world
and in the councils of the world on the
question of slave labor, but instead the
State Department ducks the issue.

I hope the American people will keep
in mind that we have a “ducking” State
Department, and that it is about time
the Secretary of State be “ducked” and
“dumped,” because of his failure to keep
faith with the ideal of America on this
great human issue.

I agree with the Senator from Minne-
sota that it is a disgrace. When we say
that, in my opinion, we have uttered the
most devastating criticism that can be
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made against the State Department. It
is acting in a disgraceful fashion on this
great issue of human values.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Oregon. He has studied the
ILO charter, and he is familiar with the
workings of the ILO, and he knows the
provisions of the ILO constitution. He
knows that it contains a separate article
regarding our type of constitutional
structure and Federal-State relation-
ship as they relate to conventions of the
type now being proposed by the ILO
conference,

There is no treaty problem involved.
There is no constitutional problem in-
volved. The only problem involved is
a recalcitrant attitude, and the attitude
of halfhearted measures and halfhearted
words which are being indulged in by
representatives of our Government.

I can surely sympathize with our labor
representatives at ILO, when they real-
ize that the American Federation of
Labor-Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tion voted its unequivocal opposition to
forced labor and has asked for an inter-
national convention to declare it illegal
and to outlaw it.

We, the great champion of democracy
in the world, stand literally paralyzed
by legalism, which no one seems to un-
derstand, including the lawyers in the
State Department. Even a nonlawyer
like myself is able to answer the argu-
ments of the lawyers in the State De-
partment. When that happens, I sug-
gest that their case must be rather poor.

FLOOD DAMAGE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp, as a part of my
remarks, a very fine editorial published
in the Dalles Optimist of June 7, 1956.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

STORAGE RESERVOIRS THE ULTIMATE ANSWER

The other night at the city council meet-
ing, Councilman John H. Skirving introduced
a resolution calling for strengthening by the
United States Army engineers of the Dalles
dike, “in the most vigorous language pos-
sible.” The resolution was ordered adopted
by the council.

There is nothing that so sharpens the rec-
ognition of the peril that exists from year to
year for the communities which are adjacent
to the Columbia River as a flood such as the
one which has been descending this great
river of the West this year.

Little damage has resulted here this year
from the high water, though the city and
county will have some costs to pay for sand-
bagging and pumping of seepage water,
Heavy damages have resulted, however, on
the lower river.

If we didn’t experience a flood such as the
one this year from time to time, however our
people would soon forget all the hazards of
floods, and when another 1894, or even a
1948, came along, it would be too late.

‘What is needed and needed at once is either
a better dike here or a bypass route through
the city along the waterfront which will
serve the double purpose of dike and freeway
for movement-of through traffic.

Years away is the full control of the river
brought about primarily by storage dams on
the headwaters. Political considerations,
and opposition by fishermen, private power
interests, and others all enter into such a
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public program on a vast scale, and it is un-
likely this control plan will ever be adopted
in its entirety.

In Portland this week Gen. L. H. Foote,
North Pacific division engineer, made some
interesting comments. Here are some of his
views:

Floods aren't necessary. They can be con-
trolled within reason. The flood of 1856
would have ranked next to the flood of 1848
if existing reservoirs along the United States
portion of the Columbia and its tributaries
had not been used to reduce the peak flow.

The crest was cut about 2 feet. Without
Grand Coulee and other dams, the crest
would have exceeded the 28.2-foot level at
which Smith Lake broke suddenly through
the S. P, & S. Railway fill on Memorial Day,
1948, smashing the city of Vanport. It would
have been the third worst flood in the history
of the river.

The Columbia crested at Vancouver, Wash,,

at high noon, June 13, 1948, at 30.2 feet -

(29.9 at Portland). Had all the present re-
sources of the river, including existing reser-
voir capacity at Grand Coulee, been used in
1948, the crest could have been held down
13 to 2 feet.

Peak flow of the Columbia at The Dalles
in 1948 was 1,010,000 cubic feet per second on
May 31. This peak outpouring of snow and
rain water has been exceeded only once in
history, June 7, 1804, when 1,240,000 cubic
feet per second flowed past The Dalles, rais-
ing the river at Portland to 33 feet. (No data
was kept on Vancouver at that time.)

The 1894 flood, highest crest—although
not the greatest runoff—in history, could
have been cut down by 2 feet by full use of
all the 4,900,000 acre-feet of storage now
available on the river, General Foote points
out,

The engineers could pull the teeth of Old
Man River almost completely. They have a
plan for dams to provide 20,900,000 acre-feet
of storage which could cut the flow of the
river in a flood of 1894 proportions down to
800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles.
That would cut the crest at Vancouver by 7.7
feet.

The worst flood in history could be cut
down to dike size—about 25 feet—Iif all the
dams proposed were constructed to the
heights proposed.

Would it be worth the cost? The cost of
the program has not been estimated, but
General Foote estimates a flood of 1894 pro-
portions under present conditions would ap-
proximate $300 million damage on the lower
Columbia River.

To achieve practical flood control would
require construction of the following dams:

The high dam at Hells Canyon, 2,600,000
acre-feet; Payette River, increased by 300,-
000; John Day, 1.400,000; Priest Rapids,
2,100,000; Libby Dam, 3,900,000; Glacier View,
1,800,000, and increase of 3,900,000 acre-feet
of storage at Grand Coulee by installation of
new gates would operate under high pressure,
and by upriver storage from new dams.

These projects, together with 4,890,000
acre-feet of storage usable at existing dams,
would provide 20,890,000 acre-feet of usable
storage for flood control,

Opposition to the proposed full flood con-
trol program, however, will cut the available
storage in half, according to the present
outlook, General Foote estimates.

Mr. MORSE. The editorial deals with
the very serious flood problem in my
State. I have just returned from a few
days’ visit in my State, during the course
of which I made an inspection of certain
areas along the Columbia River in Ore-
gon which have suffered devastating
floods.

They constitute further proof of the
contention of the two Senators from Ore-
gon for some time in the past, namely,
that such floods can be prevented. I wish
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to stress that fact. When we are talk-
ing about adequate flood control, Mr.
President, we are talking about a great
waste in America which can be pre-
vented; we are talking about saving the
taxpayers of the country great economic
wealth which is now going down the river
and out to sea in the form of valuable
topsoil; we are talking about saving mil-
lions of dollars in personal and real prop-
erty. We are also talking about price-
less human values.

The editorial which I have asked to
have printed in the Recorp points out
very clearly that flood damage is avoid-
able if we in our time take the necessary
steps to control the streams by adequate
dams.

The editorial comments on one of the
ereatest of flood-control projects, the
Hells Canyon project, which would in-
volve 2,600,000 acre-feet of flood control.
I wish to stress that point. We are talk-
ing about preventing for the sake of our
generation and of future generations
all the damage which otherwise would
be suffered because of a failure to save
Hells Canyon Dam—if we should fail to
save it—with its 2,600,000 acre-feet of
flood control.

As I looked at the flooded areas during
the past week, and as I sat on Monday
night in Portland and looked at a film
depicting the great catastrophe the peo-
ple of my State in the flooded area had
suffered this spring, as well as a few days
ago again when the Columbia River
went on a rampage, I found myself ask-
ing this question: “Why cannot all see
it?”

This problem is of such a nature that,
I am satisfied, if the American people
could sit down before a showing of the
film I saw on Monday night—a terrible
film in the sense of depicting the fright-
ful suffering caused when that river goes
on a rampage—they would ask the Sen-
ate, “What are you waiting for? Why
don’t you appropriate the funds neces-
sary to build these projects, from the
standpoint of saving human values?”

As we note the sorrow on the faces
of our fellow citizens who have just seen
all they possess washed away down the
river, we ask ourselves the question,
“What is our moral obligation to these
fellow citizens, when we know that the
appropriation of funds to build the nec-
essary dams will prevent such sorrow
being visited upon them and upon other
citizens in the future?”

Anyone in my position naturally finds
himself in a very difficult posture in this
regard, because as a member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations I have
been spending a great deal of time with
my colleagues on that committee mark-
ing up the so-called foreign-aid bill. I
am in favor of foreign aid. I shall con-
tinue to give the benefit of the doubt
and all the presumptions to the Presi-
dent of the United States in his requests
for foreign aid. I agreed in committee
that our whole foreign-aid program
should be subjected to an early study,
and I therefore voted for the resolution
which calls for a study and a reappraisal
of the entire program.

In the meantime, I am willing to grant
the benefit of all the presumptions and all
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the doubts to the President of the United
States on the question of foreign aid,
because I realize that we will win the
fight for freedom in the days ahead on
the economic front, or we will not win
it at all. Therefore, we as a free people
will have to export economic freedom to
foreign lands, so that the people who are
willing to stand with us can enjoy politi=
cal freedom.

However, as a Senator, I am put in a
very difficult position, for when I go back
home and talk to constituents who have
been subjected to the terrible sufferings
and losses caused by a rampaging river,
they ask me why Congress cannot pro-
vide an appropriation to stop this loss in
our own country, since it does not seem
to be too difficult to get from Congress
appropriations of millions of dollars with
which to develop great reclamation proj-
ects, flood-control projects, and other
economic projects for people in far-away
lands. Our own people, Mr, President,
are not able to get from the Congress
appropriations adequate for such pur-
poses. We are living in a time when
selfish private utility interests seem to
have too much political power in this
country to permit the people’s interest to
be protected in the Congress of the
United States by providing appropria-
tions necessary for great flood-control
dams.

I offer Hells Canyon as exhibit A in
support of my argument. The test soon
will be made, Mr. President, as to whether
this Congress places the flood-control
interests of the American people first,
or the selfish profit dollars of the Idaho
Power Co. first. It is as simple as that.

I know I may tell the administration
what the verdict of the people of my
State will be, because I know that the
people of Oregon, by an overwhelming
majority, expect this Congress to pass a
Hells Canyon Dam bill and to follow
it with the appropriations necessary to
start the great flood-control project on
the Snake River, a project which will
provide 2,600,000 acre-feet of flood con-
trol for the people of the Pacific North-
west. It is a project which the Army
Engineer reports have said consistently
“would greatly help reduce flood dangers
on the Snake and the Columbia—not
eliminate them, because there are other
projects.

Senators will find me continuing to
support those projects, not only in the
Pacific Northwest, but in any other State
where the Army Engineers or the Bureau
of Reclamation can submit reports, as
they have on the projects to which I
refer, and which show that from an engi-
neering standpoint the building of a
flood-control dam will help to reduce or
eliminate entirely the damage from fu-
ture floods.

It is easy to translate one of these
issues into an issue of morality, but I do
s0 because, in my judgment, this is also
a moral issue. It is an economic issue;
it is an engineering issue; it is also a
moral issue.

Having seen what I looked at during
the last weekend with respect to flood
damages on the Columbia this year, 1
have come back to the Senate to start
what I believe will be a very historic
debate in the history of the Senate, a
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debate over the moral issue as to whether
the Congress is willing to put the rights
of the American people for protection
from the damages of ravaging floods at
least on a plane equal to the considera-
tion being shown to the people of foreign
lands, into whose countries we are pour
ing millions of the American taxpayers’
dollars for the development of flood con-
trol and reclamation projects.

Mr. President, if we can pour money
into Egypt to the tune of $56 million or
$57 million, according to the latest fig-
ures I have seen, let me say that we had
better spend it in the United States also,
or else be ready for the political verdict
of the American people on the heads
of those who do not face up to the great
moral issue of adequate flood control for
the American people.

RESPONSE OF THE PRESIDENT TO
THE RESOLUTION OF THE SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
SeargkMaN in the chair) laid before the
Senate the following communication
from the President of the United States,
which was read and ordered to lie on the
table:

Tre WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 19, 1956.

DEeAr MR. Vice PrESIDENT: I am deeply
touched by and will always treasure Sen-
ate Resolution 280, adopted by the Sen-
ate on June 11, which conveys a most
considerate and solicitfous message of
good wishes for my speedy recovery.
For this extraordinarily kind act, I hope
you will convey to every Member of the
Senate my heartfelt thanks and appre-
ciation.

With warm regard,

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 20, 1956, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

8.417. An act for the relief of Pearl O.
Seilag;

5.530. An act for the relief of the Sacred
Heart Hospital;

8. 1146. An act to further amend section 20
of the Trading With the Enemy Act relating
to fees of agents, attorneys, and represent-
atives;

S.1414. An act for the relief of James
Edward Robinson;

8.1749. An act adopting and authorizing
the improvement of Rockland Harbor, Maine;

S.2016. An act to confer jurisdietion upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of Lawrence
F. Eramer;

S.2152. An act for the relief of the estate
of Susie Lee Spencer;

5.2202, An act to authorize the Becretary
of the Interior to enter into an additional
contract with the Yuma County Water Users'
Association with respect to payment of con-
struction charges on the Valley division,
Yuma reclamation project, Arizona, and for
other purposes;

S.2582. An act to confer jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of William
E. Stone for disability retirement as a Re-
serve officer or Army of the United States
officer under the provisions of the act of
April 3, 1938, as amended;
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S.3265. An act to amend title IT of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1836, as amended, to
provide for filing vessel utilization and per-
formance reports by operators of vessels in
the foreign commerce of the United States;

S.3472. An act for the relief of Patricia A.
Pembroke;

5.3581. An act to increase the retired pay
of certain members of the former Lighthouse
Service;

5.3778. An act to amend the act for the
protection of walruses;

8.3857. An act to clarify section 1103 (d)
of title XI (Federal Ship Mortgage Insurance)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amend-
ed; and

8.3945. An act for the relief of Walter C.
Jordan and Elton W. Johnson.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1957

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In ac-
cordance with the agreement heretofore
entered, the Chair lays before the Senate
the bill (H. R. 10986), which will be the
unfinished business, and which the clerk
will state by title.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 10986)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and ior other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate stand
adjourned until tomorrow at 12 o’clock
noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4
o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.) the Senate
adjourned, the adjournment being, un-
der the order previously entered, until
tomorrow, Thursday, June 21, 1956, at
12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 20, 1956:
UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The following candidates for personnel ac-
tion in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service, subject to qualification
therefor as provided by law and regulation:

1. FOR APPOINTMENT
To be senior surgeons

Herbert A. Hudgins
Stanley J. Sarnoff

To be senior denial surgeon
Seymour J. Kreshover
To be senior sanitarian
Robert Johnston
To be senior assistant nurse officers

Dorothy L. Connors
Margaret M. Sweeney

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate June 20, 1956:
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Joseph E. Martin, Boaz.
Luther Palmer Bean, Clanton.
Winston 8. Morris, Elkmont.
ALASEA
Michael Shepard, Anchorage.
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ARIZONA

William F. Cole, Maricopa.

Sarah L. Smith, Randolph.

Ethelyn L. Pettijohn, Stanfield.
ARKANSAS

Boyd B. Hammer, Bradley.

John E. Hunt, Marlanna.
Willis E. Varvil, Quitman.

CALIFORNIA
Hazel L. Krueger, Acton.

Sam R. Haley, Associated.
Windol M. Martin, Bellflower.
Frank S. Spires, Berkeley.
Laura J. Pawlus, Bridgeville.
Leonard A. Mannee, Colusa.
Virginia N. Tharp, Esparto.
James E. Orr, Lancaster.
Donald Burleson, Mendocino.
Charles F. Linck, Jr., Ontarlo.
Raymond C. Durant, Redondo Beach.
Warren H. Willlams, San Rafael,
Major R. Rix, South Pasadena.

COLORADO
Fred C. Brewer, Loveland,
Willard W. Wieck, Salida.
Calvin C. Haarhues, Wiggins.
CONNECTICUT
Richard J. Brereton, Wilton.
GEORGIA
William C. Chambers, Jr., Fort Gaines,
Samuel H. Henderson, Gray.
Carlos M. Sisson, Hapeville, -
HAWAIL
Joe R. Ferreira, Hanamaulu.
ILLINOIS
Roland W. Schultz, Downers Grove.
Robert G. Wheeler, Mills Shoals.
Robert G. Root, Versailles,

INDIANA

Albert T. Morris, Eaton.

Billy L. Kruse, Elberfeld.

Wayne W. Sloan, Marengo.
Marjorie L. Van Dyke, Pimento.
Maurice C. Griffith, Pleasant Lake.

IOWA

Joe R. Gordon, Arlington.
Myrtle L. Lane, Colesburg.
Ray H. Aten, Humeston.
Charles R. Eremenak, Newell,

KANSAS

Warren L. Hartley, Belle Plaine.
James J. Hiner, Belvue.
Myrtle M. McNeive, Emmett.
Layne B. Lairmore, Newton.
Mayetta B. Decker, Oskaloosa.
Bertha I. Elniff, Randall.
Jack R. Houston, Seneca.
Merle E. Popplewell, South Haven.
Ralph R. Johnson, Vermillion.
Leroy E. Blocker, Wetmore.
LOUISIANA
Ollie H. Dosher, Kilbourne.
Claude Rogers, Saline,
William H. Prejean, Westlake.
MAINE
Elsle M. Decker, Darkharbor.
Pauline C. Nason, Poland.
Robert F. Belgrade, Bouth Gardiner.
MARYLAND
Richard W. Dawson, Mayo.
Edward F. Boston, Princess Ann,
Hugh H. Hassell, Rockville.
Rayola M. Moore, White Marsh.
MASSACHUSETTS
Ernest A. Paradis, Dodgeville.
Arthur K. Tolman, Gilbertville.
Larz D. Neilson, North Wilmington.
MINNESOTA
Homer D. Little, Appleton.
Loren J. Schendel, St. Michael,
Adelbert O. Ames, Springfield,
Chauncey B, Erwin, Winona.
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MISSISSIPPL
Allie Mack Coker, Brookhaven.
Wiley Lee Williamson, Collins.
Jake R. Van Devender, Gholson.
James B. Johnston, Shubuta.
Carl H. Parker, SBumrall.
Minnie L. Logan, Tinsley.

MISSOURE

Robert E. Hock, Fort Leonard Wood.
Wilma M. Henneke, Leslie,
Davis L. Owen, Moberly.
Joseph A. Wallenburn, Otterville.
James W. Buzzard, Seneca,

MONTANA

Stephen Sams, Joliet.
George W. Duffy, Whitefish.
NEBRASKEA
Bernard A. Boots, Ashby.
Earnest A. Moxham, Chester,
Dale B. Morrill, Creighton.
Lowell L. Saunders, Dixon.
Albert W. Watsek, Humboldt.
Leonard E. Peterson, Kennard.
NEVADA
Walter J. Bitton, Imlay.
Garner Andersen, Overton,
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Samuel A. Towle, Hampton,
NEW JERSEY
Harry H. Pedersen, Jr., Absecon.
George W. Douglass, Cape May Court
House.
Howard F. Koons, Perth Amboy.
NEW YORK
Florence M. Drankhan, Boston.
Bernice M. Murphy, Cattaragus.
Doris M. Robinson, Comstock.
Raymond V. Seaman, Gilbertsville,
Paul W. Christenson, Gowanda.
David O. Rourke, Madrid.
Percy Pembleton, Monroe.
William R. Costello, Red House.
Ruth H. Dexter, Wampsville.
NORTH CAROLINA
Walter L. York, High Point.
Ruth E. Parrish, Summerfield.
Marvin W. Thomas, Trenton.
NORTH DAKOTA
Harold W. Bachman, Streeter.
OHIO
Glenn M. Price, Gahanna,
Ann M. Collins, Hooven.
Janice B. Hilborn, Tiro.
Richard G. Graham, Wapakoneta.
Owen F. Hartsock, Waynesville,
Stephen M. Snouffer, Worthington.
OKLAHOMA
R. C. Chastain, Clayton.

OREGON
Richard M. Bowman, Falls City.
PENNSYLVANIA
Robert W. Newton, Blandburg.
Norman C. Mackrell, Conoguenessing.
Adrian E. Kibler, Hastings.
Mary E. Yost, Loganville.
Norbert C. McDermott, McKees Rocks.
Drue L. Eyer, Nescopeck.
Melvin S. Raudabaugh, New Kingstown.
Alfred E. Ingram, Norwood.
Robert D. Esbenshade, Paradise,
Millard L. Kroh, Seven Valleys.
C. Lyman Sturgis. Unlontown.
Frank A. Blalas, Wilmore.
Jack S. Earchner, Woodland.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Samuel A. Elliott, Windy Hill Beach.
SOUTH DAKOTA
Clifford N. Nelson, Toronto,

TENNESSEE
Joslah A. DeMarcus, Norris.
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TEXAS

Dewey E. Waggoner, Sundown.
Thomas J. Pippin, Van.
Henry M. Durham, Woodville.

UTAH

Garnel E. Larsen, Hyrum.

Lydia Johnson, Marysvalle.

Gordon A. Wood, Monticello.
VIRGINIA

Willoughby P. Taylor, Ashland.

Charles N, Wysor, Honaker.

Charles William Brown, Narrows.

Raymond N. Kinder, Rural Retreat.

WASHINGTON
Edna B. Gibson, Eastsound.

WISCONSIN
Boyd D. Wilson, Benton.
Walter L. Paepke, Burlington.
Elden F. Eeller, Cochrane.
Lawrence W. Paul, Fox Lake.
Lydia I. Sievert, Greenvalley.
Neal E. Jones, Wausau.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 20, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, in this moment of
prayer, may we come nearer unto Thee
than we have ever known and may our
human wills be made one with Thine in
a bond of unity that can never be broken.

Grant that we may also be more firmly
and closely united with one another in
our plans and purposes to achieve for all
mankind the blessings of a freer and
fuller life.

Inspire us to search and struggle ear-
nestly for that blessed day of universal
peace when the tyrannies which oppress
and the terrors which afiright the soul
of man shall be dethroned and destroyed
and supplanted by the spirit of truth and
righteousness.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Tribbe,
one of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On June 15, 1956:

H.R.2216. An act to amend the act of
June 19, 1948 (ch. 511, 62 Stat. 489), relating
to the retention in the service of disabled
commissioned officers and warrant oflicers of
the Army and Air Force;

H.R.4220. An act to provide running
mates for certain staff corps officers in the
naval service, and for other purposes;

H. R. 4437. An act relating to withholding
for State employee retirement system pur-
poses, on the compensation of certain civilian
employees of the National Guard and the Air
National Guard;

H. R. 4669.. An act to provide for renewal
of and adjustment of compensation under
contracts for carrying mail on water routes;

June 20

H. R. 4704, An act to provide for the exami-
nation preliminary to promotion of officers
of the naval service;

H. R. 8477. An act to amend title II of the
Women's Armed Services Integration Act of
1948, by providing flexibility in the distribu-
tion of women officers in the grades of com-
mander and lieutenant commander, and for
other purposes;

H. R. 8490. An act authorizing the Admin-
istrator of General Services to convey cer-
tain property of the United States to the city
of Bonham, Tex.;

H. R. 8674. An act to provide for the return
of certain property to the city of Biloxi, Miss.;
and

H.R.9358. An act to require the Admin-
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs to issue a deed to
the city of Cheyenne, Wyo., for certain land
heretofore conveyed to such city, removing
the conditions and reservations made a part
of such prior conveyance.

On June 18, 1956:

H. R.38255. An act to amend the Classifica~
tion Act of 1949 to preserve in certain cases
the rates of basic compensation of officers
and employees whose positions are placed in
lower grades by virtue of reclassification ac-
tions under such act, and for other purposes;

H. R. 8123. An act authorizing the Admin-
istrator of General Services to convey certain
property of the United States to the city of
Roseburg, Oreg.;

H.R. 8225. An act to authorize the addi-
tion of certain lands to the Pipestone Na-
tional Monument in the State of Minnesota;
and

H. R. 9822. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a trout hatchery on the Davidson
River in the Pisgah National Forest in North
Carolina.

On June 19, 1956:

H. R, 2840. An act to promote the further
development of public library service in rural
areas;

H.R.4363. An act authorizing the convey=-
ance of certain property of the United States
to the State of New Mexico;

H.R.5237. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Ella Madden and Clarence E. Madden; and

H.R. 6274. An act to provide that no fee
shall be charged a veteran discharged under
honorable conditions for furnishing him or
his next of kin or legal representative a copy
of a certificate showing his service in the
Armed Forces.

On June 20, 1956:

H.R.692. An act to authorize the Post-
master General to provide for the use in
first- and second-class post offices of a spe-
cial canceling stamp or postmarking die
bearing the words “Pray for Peace';

H. R, 1484. An act for the relief of Garrett
Norman Soulen and Michael Harvey Soulen.

H.R.5079. An act for the relief of Tom
Wong (Foo Tai Nam);

H.R.5516. An act to amend title IIT of
the Army and Air Force Vitalization and Re-
tirement Equalization Act of 1948 to pro-
vide that service as an Army field clerk,
or as a field clerk, Quartermaster Corps,
shall be counted for purposes of retirement
under title III of that act, and for other
purposes;

H.R.T702. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Elizabeth Shenekji;

H.R.7913. An act authorizing the Admin-
istrator of General Services to effect the ex-
change of properties between the United
States and the city of Cape Girardeau, Mo.;

H. R, 10721. An act making appropriations
for the Departments of State and Justice, the
judiciary, and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1957, and for other
purposes; and

H. R.10899. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Commerce and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1957, and for other purposes.
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